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Abstract 
Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) predicts that videotape model­
ing of effective versus ineffective job interview behavior should improve 
the job interview behavior of subjects. This theory also predicts that 
such modeling in conjunction with self-monitoring of one's own job inter­
view behavior via videotape feedback should also improve the job interview 
behavior of subjects. But, this theory predicts that self-monitoring via 
videotape feedback should improve job interview behavior only to the extent 
that the subjects are aware of a high standard of job interview behavior. 
Sixty-five temporary employees in a Veterans Administration Medical 
Center were balanced for race and sex and were randomly assigned to one of 
five experimental groups: videotape modeling, videotape feedback, video­
tape modeling followed by videotape feedback, videotape feedback followed 
by videotape modeling, and a control condition. All subjects received three 
administrations of their respective treatments. Baseline and post-test 
measures (after each treatment administration) were taken of the ability to 
demonstrate effective behavior in a simulated job interview. 
The results indicated that videotape modeling or videotape modeling 
with videotape feedback (in either order) did improve the subject's behav­
ior in a simulated job interview. Videotape feedback appeared to produce 
no such improvement. There was a tendency for the practice of the treat­
ments (through repetition) to improve performance but this was not well 
substantiated. Also, the factors of race and sex tended to interact with 
the factors of the treatments and of the different numbers of times of 
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administration of the treatments. But again, these interactions were not 
conclusively supported. 
Nevertheless, the basic theoretical predictions regarding the treat­
ments were supported, anH the usefulness of social learning theory 
(Bandura, 1977) for guiding future research in this area was confirmed. 
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Introduction 
This research is an investigation of two methods for improving the 
effectiveness of the behavior of an applicant in a job interview. The 
first method involves modeling effective job-interview behavior from a 
videotape. The second method involves viewing one's own job-interview 
behavior on videotape. These two methods may be considered as applications 
of learning theory principles to a type of vocational counseling. 
Learning Theory in Counseling and Psychotherapy 
Shoben (1949) and Dollard and Miller (1950) were among the first theo­
rists to conceptualize counseling and psychotherapy as a learning process. 
Their efforts involved mainly the translation of existing therapeutic 
processes into learning theory terminology. However, they did not derive 
alternative methods or procedures from the perspective of learning theory 
(Bandura, 1961; Krasner, 1962). Since then there has been an increase in 
attempts to develop new therapeutic procedures on the basis of learning 
theory principles (Bandura, 1969; Eysenck, 1960; Gottman & Leiblum, 1974; 
Kanfer & Goldstein, 1975; Krasner & Ullmann, 1965; Krumboltz, 1966; Wolpe, 
1958). Bergin (1966) noted that: 
With regard to some of the more complex and difficult prob­
lems, behavior therapists argue that it would be better to spend 
time developing more complex social learning paradigms for treat­
ment than to expend equal energy modifying less promising tradi­
tional interview methods. It appears that special effort should 
be devoted to integrating these methods with others and in some 
cases, substituting them for the other methods (p. 244). 
Heller (1969) has argued for viewing counseling and psychotherapy as a 
part of a more extensive "psychology of behavior change." The approaches 
based on this view are believed to integrate a variety of diverse 
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techniques and procedures, regardless of their theoretical origins. This 
trend toward greater integration of learning theory principles is further 
suggested by the observations of Murray and Jacobson (1971): 
Clinicians have in recent years shown considerable interest in 
applications of the psychology of learning. At the same time, 
learning researchers have become increasingly impressed with the 
importance of the many variables that have been of traditional 
importance to clinicians. This convergence may result in the 
development of an increasingly powerful and exciting psychology, 
in which human behavior with all its ramifications can become an 
active area of scientific investigation (p. 710). 
In the field of counseling, Krumboltz and his associates (Krumboltz, 
1966; Krumboltz and Thoresen, 1969) exemplify the trend toward integrating 
learning theory concepts with practice. Another illustration of this trend 
is the development of a "structured learning therapy" by Goldstein and his 
colleagues (Goldstein, 1973; Goldstein, Martens, Hubben, Van Belle, Schaaf, 
Wiersma, & Goodhart, 1973; Gutride, Goldstein, & Hunter, 1973). The major 
thrust of this approach is the use of modeling, role playing, and rein­
forcement procedures designed to help clients acquire specific skills and 
other behaviors. 
Other approaches also emphasize behavioral skills. Building upon the 
"microteaching" model of Allen (Allen, 1967; Allen & Ryan, 1969), the Far 
West Laboratory for Research and Development (Borg, Kelley, Langer, & Gall, 
1970) used a "technical-skills" approach in the development of an institu­
tional model designed to help prospective teachers acquire classroom teach­
ing skills. The technical-skills approach is based on the behavioral spec­
ifications of a variety of teaching skills and the subsequent development 
of systematic learning experiences designed to teach those skills. 
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This behavioral skills emphasis is also characteristic of the "micro-
counseling" approach (Ivey, Nomington, Miller, Morrill, & Haase, 1968; 
Ivey, 1971). Microcounseling is based on the assumption that the behavior 
of the effective counselor, although exceedingly complex, can be broken 
down into a series of distinct behavioral skills. Investigations in this 
area have thus far resulted in the identification and development of train­
ing procedures for interviewing skills (Ivey, 1971). These skills-oriented 
approaches to training counselors and teachers are now being extended to 
the development of programs and methods designed to be directly used with 
clients. The basic aspects of the microcounseling paradigm have been 
translated into a "media therapy" program. Media therapy is a structured, 
videotape-based method for teaching specific interpersonal skills directly 
to clients (Higgins, Ivey, & Uhlemann, 1970; Ivey & Weinstein, 1970: Ivey, 
1971, 1973a). This approach identifies specific skill areas, defines those 
skills in behavioral terms, uses a variety of media to transmit the skills 
to the learner, provides for graduated practice and knowledge of results, 
and measures success in terms of the performance of the specified behaviors 
(Ivey & Weinstein, 1970; Ivey, 1971). 
Carkhuff's work (1969a, 1969b, 1972a, 1972b) to design and operation-
alize a systematic model for training counselors and other help-providing 
persons has increasingly taken on a behavioral skills emphasis. Carkhuff 
has argued (1972b) that the training of counselors will be effective only 
when built around a theme of skills acquisition: 
Our task in counselor training, then, is to operationalize those 
skills that do or promise to translate to human benefits and 
develop our programs to transmit those skills systematically to 
our counselors. Only when the counselor has available to him all 
of the skills which he needs to sustain his autonomous functioning 
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in his world has the trainer discharged his responsibilities 
(p. 21). 
Carkhuff's systematic training methods have been used directly with 
clients. Much of this work has centered around the theme of "training as a 
preferred mode of treatment" for helping clients resolve difficulties in 
their lives (Carkhuff, 1971; Carkhuff & Banks, 1970; Carkhuff & Bierman, 
1970; Piaget, 1972; Pierce & Drasgow, 1969; Vitalo, 1971). 
The behavioral skills emphasis may have implications for the role of 
the counselor. In the behavioral skills emphasis, the role of the coun­
selor seems to be consistent with a preventative and developmental role 
(Blocher, 1966; Morrill & Hurst, 1971; Getting, 1967). Havelock (1970) 
sees the counselor as a "process helper" who also assumes different roles 
at different stages of the helping-learning process. In Havelock's model, 
the helper performs different functions when helping a client or client-
system to: (a) recognize and define needs, (b) diagnose problems and set 
objectives; (c) acquire and use relevant resources, (d) identify or con­
struct solutions, (e) install or attempt solutions, and (f) evaluate the 
effectiveness of attempted solutions. 
The counselor in the behavioral skills approach may also be seen as 
assuming an important training role. The conception of the counselor as a 
trainer is common in T-group and sensitivity training (Bradford, Gibb, & 
Benne, 1964). This conception may assume greater prominence in the future. 
For example, Ivey (1973b) has argued that the demands for accountability 
and the advances in the development of systematic behavior change proce­
dures make it both necessary and appropriate for the counselor to assume. 
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in addition to traditional roles, the role of trainer in interpersonal and 
human development skills. 
The Interventions 
Modeling via videotape. Learning by observation has played a key role 
in psychology (Bandura, 1969), appearing in such constructs as "modeling," 
"imitation," "observational learning," "vicarious learning," and "identifi­
cation." Modeling may be defined as "the tendency of one person to repro­
duce the actions, attitudes or emotional responses of another" (Bandura & 
Walters, 1963, p. 89). Flanders (1968) defines modeling as follows; 
". . .an observer (0) is said to imitate a model (M) when observation of 
the behavior of M, or of expressions attributing certain behavior to M, 
affects 0 so that O's subsequent behavior becomes more similar to the 
observed, or alleged, behavior of M" (p. 316). 
A number of theoretical approaches to observational learning have been 
developed (Bandura & Walters, 1963; Bandura, 1969, 1971, 1977; Miller & 
Bollard, 1941; Mowrer, 1960; Skinner, 1953). The social learning theory of 
Bandura (1977) found earlier approaches to be inadequate because they 
assumed that the observational learning was contingent upon reinforcement 
of the limited behavior. Unlike earlier attempts, Bandura distinguished 
the acquisition or learning of imitative responses from their performance 
or elicitation. Bandura argued that the former depends heavily on stimulus 
contiguity, expectancy and symbolic processes while the latter is dependent 
upon reinforcement conditions (Bandura, 1977, pp. 35-39). 
There are three major types of behavioral effects that appear to 
result from observing a model. The first, a matching effect, occurs when a 
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learner demonstrates a response pattern which, prior to observation of a 
model, did not exist in the learner's behavioral repertoire. A second 
effect is to strengthen or weaken the inhibition of previously learned 
responses. In this way, a disinhibitory effect occurs when an observer 
increases the frequency of previously inhibited responses after viewing a 
model perform such responses without aversive consequences. Also, an 
inhibitory effect occurs when an observer decreases the frequency of 
responses after viewing a model being punished for demonstrating such 
responses. The third effect, a response facilitation effect, occurs when 
a previously learned, socially approved response is prompted or facilitated 
by observing a model demonstrate behaviors in the same response class 
(Bandura, 1977, pp. 22-50). 
Modeling stimuli may be transmitted to an observer in a variety of 
ways including live physical demonstration, representation through various 
audiovisual media, and by verbal or written instructions (Bandura, 1969). 
A number of investigations have demonstrated that the presence of a live 
model is not the only effective mode of response transmission, and that 
film, videotape and audiotape representations of behavior are also potent 
response presentation modes (Bandura, 1969, 1971; Bourdon, 1970; Flanders, 
1968). 
Bandura (1971) has voiced concern over the use of a variety of differ­
ent labels only on the basis of the mode of response conveyance, arguing 
that the same learning processes are involved: 
Social learning theory ... is more concerned with the process 
whereby representation of patterned activities serves a response 
guidance function than with the particular form in which the 
response information is presented. It is assumed that the basic 
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matching process is the same regardless of whether the desired 
behavior is conveyed through words, pictures, or actions (p. 42). 
Videotape has been viewed as an important means of transmitting infor­
mation (Alkire, 1969) and as an adjunct to psychiatric training (Wilmer, 
1967a, 1967b). Krumboltz and Thoresen (1969) and Ivey (1971) represent a 
growing number who have also explored the modeling function of videotape in 
counseling. Several videotape simulations of counseling have been devel­
oped (Delaney, 1969; Eisenberg & Delaney, 1970; Thayer, Peterson, Carr, & 
Merz, 1972). In the latter report, videotape is used to model "critical 
moments in counseling." These interview segments portray a variety of 
problems encountered by counselors working with clients. Kagan and his 
associates (Danish & Kagan, 1969; Gustafson, 1971; Kagan, 1972; Kagan & 
Schauble, 1969) have also used videotape dramatizations and simulations to 
help counselors, clients, and teachers leam to deal more effectively with 
a variety of problem situations. 
Videotape feedback. Reviews (Baker, 1970; Berger, 1978; Danet, 1968) 
indicate that videotape is primarily used as a self-monitoring technique. 
Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) incorporates the concept of self-
monitoring as part of the more general construct of self-reinforcement; 
The notion that behavior is regulated by its consequences is usu­
ally misinterpreted to mean that actions are at the mercy of 
situational influences. Theories that explain human behavior as 
solely the product of external rewards and punishments present a 
truncated image of people because they possess self-reactive 
capacities that enable them to exercise some control over their 
own feelings, thoughts, and actions. Behavior is therefore regu­
lated by the interplay of self-generated and external sources of 
influence. 
Behavior is commonly performed in the absence of immediate 
external reinforcement. Some activities are maintained by antic­
ipated consequences, but most are under self-reinforcement con­
trol. In this process, people set certain standards of behavior 
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for themselves and respond to their own actions in self-rewarding 
or self-punishing ways (p. 129). 
With regard to counseling and psychotherapy. Berger (1970) argues that 
providing clients with the opportunity to see themselves is a very useful 
technique: 
Remarkable self-image reactions occur which circumvent some of 
the over-protective experiences encountered in psychotherapy or 
on the ward. Seeing one's self and reflectively re-experiencing 
meaningful interactions frequently allows a person to acknowledge 
something about himself which he has not previously been ready to 
accept for either a therapist or other patients who have them­
selves been more or less ambivalent about making the necessary 
but perhaps painful confrontation (p. 23). 
Investigations of the use of videotape feedback in counseling and psy­
chotherapy have often been subjective accounts of existing treatment pro­
grams. Comelison and Arsenian (1960) reported on their work with alcohol­
ics and psychotics. The patients were interviewed while being videotaped 
and the videotape was then shown back to the patient. The subjective 
results reported appeared to be quite promising. 
Stoller (1967) described extensive use of videotape as a treatment 
adjunct in a neuropsychiatrie hospital. There, not only were group therapy 
sessions taped and shown back to the patients, but the group therapy ses­
sions were carried "live" to the ward for presentation to the other 
patients. Some use of structured roleplaying and psychodrama with video­
tape equipment was also reported. The subjectively evaluated behavioral 
changes included increased insight by hostile patients, greater frequency 
of verbal behavior by catatonics, increased spontaneity of group inter­
action, and evident behavioral carry-over from therapy to ward activities. 
However, no definitive quantitative measurement or comparison group tech­
niques were used. 
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Investigations using control groups have been few but have rather con­
sistently shown positive behavioral change (Logue, Zenner, & Gohman, 1968). 
Moore, Chernell, and West (1965) reported positive behavioral changes fol­
lowing the use of videotape for immediate playback of interviews with 
clients. In this study, a control group was used. Geertsma and Revich 
(1965) directed patients' attention to specific cues and behaviors in ther­
apy sessions and reported that patients repeatedly shown their videotaped 
interviews exhibited improved "direction," "structure," and "focusing." 
Boyd and Sisney (1967) used the Leary Interpersonal Check List to 
measure behavioral change following self-image confrontation by videotape. 
They compared the videotape group with a control group which had not been 
given the self-image confrontation and reported that positive changes 
occurred in the experimental group regarding interpersonal concepts of the 
self, the ideal self, and the public self. Differences between the experi­
mental and the control groups were significant two weeks later on follow-up. 
The Interpersonal Process Recall (IPR) method developed by Kagan 
(Kagan, 1970a, 1970b; Kagan, Krathwohl, & Miller, 1963; Kagan, Krathwohl, 
Goldberg, Campbell, Schauble, Greenberg, Danish, Resnikoff, Bowes, & Bandy, 
1967; Resnikoff, Kagan, & Schauble, 1970) also uses videotape in client 
self-confrontation. IPR is designed primarily to facilitate client growth 
in counseling and may also be used for counselor training. For use in 
counseling, a counseling session is recorded on videotape, using a split-
screen technique. After the interview, the client meets with a second 
person trained in the recall method. They view the videotape, stopping it 
frequently to recall and elaborate on the meaning of important interview 
content. The recall interview may then serve as the beginning point of the 
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client's next regularly scheduled session with his original counselor 
(Kagan, 1970a, pp. 199-200). 
Previous Job-Interview Research 
Adkins (1970) has argued that the ability to perform effectively in an 
employment interview may be considered an important "life skill." Given 
this importance, one might expect that considerable attention would have 
been directed to this area. Even though the research surrounding personnel 
selection is extensive (Bray & Moses, 1972; Mayfield, 1964; Ulrich & 
Trumbo, 1965; Wagner, 1949; Wright, 1969), not much attention has been 
focused directly on the job applicant. Instead, most research has been 
concerned with the interviewer, the information attended to by the inter­
viewer, and the manner in which the information is processed when making 
personnel decisions. Thus, most of the available research on the job 
interview is not directly related to the acquisition of job interviewing 
skills by job applicants. 
Schmitt (1976) notes that the available reviews indicate that the 
interview as a selection tool lacks both reliability and validity. How­
ever, as Schmitt points out (1976, p. 1), the selection interview continues 
to be widely used for personnel selection. Consequently research on the 
applicant's behavior in a job interview seems to be of considerable import 
for both applicants and employers. 
Reports have been made of attempts to help clients acquire the knowl­
edge and skills necessary for effective performance in employment inter­
views. Anderson (1968) gave an anecdotal report on an approach for 
teaching job-seeking skills to physically and mentally disabled as well as 
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disadvantaged clients. This approach included the presentation of video­
taped models of effective interviewing behavior, the opportunity for prac­
tice and feedback, and specification of behavioral objectives for each of 
the following components for a successful job interview: (a) ability to 
describe skills, (b) ability to answer problem questions, (c) appropriate 
appearance and mannerisms, (d) enthusiasm for work, and (e) opening and 
closing techniques. 
Logue, Zenner, and Gohman (1968) examined the effectiveness of a 
counseling procedure which used programmed instructional material and 
videotape self-confrontation in helping neuropsychiatrie patients in a 
Veterans Administration hospital learn how to complete employment applica­
tion forms and interview for jobs. They randomly assigned subjects to one 
of three treatment conditions. The first group was a base-rate comparison 
group and received no special treatment. The second group received pro­
grammed instructional material dealing with application forms and employ­
ment interviews. The third group was exposed to the programmed material, 
and, in addition, participated in simulated job interviews, viewed the 
interviews on videotape, and received feedback on ways in which interview 
performance could be improved. 
Following treatment, all subjects completed a standard civil service 
employment application form, from which a single rater made a dichotomous 
(yes-no) decision as to whether or not an interview would be granted on the 
basis of the completed form. In addition, subjects engaged in a simulated 
job interview from which the interviewer decided whether or not a job would 
be given on the basis of the interview performance. A chi square analysis 
for both of the criterion measures found no significant differences between 
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the three groups, with a tendency for the control group to perform better 
than the two treatment groups. Logue et al. (1968) suggested that the 
anxiety aroused in the subjects who participated in the videotape self-
confrontation might have accounted for their poorer performance on the cri­
terion measures. 
Regardless of that interpretation of the data, it is unfortunate that 
the programmed instruction and the videotape feedback were confounded in 
the third group. If there had been significant differences, it would have 
been impossible to separate the effects of programmed instruction and 
videotape feedback. (Perhaps if there had been four groups in order to 
separate programmed instruction and videotape feedback, there might have 
been significant results—perhaps.) Nevertheless, with the exception of 
the following study, the confounding of treatments has been a major problem 
for the interpretation of research on job-interview behavior. 
Meier (1972) examined the relative effectiveness of audiotape model­
ing, audiotape modeling with vicarious reinforcement, written instructions, 
and a control condition in teaching knowledge of appropriate job-interview 
behavior to high school seniors . The vicarious reinforcement was in the 
form of an accompanying narration describing the appropriateness of the 
modeled behavior. And the written instructions were in the form of a pres­
tige suggestion that also described the target behavior. The dependent 
variable was knowledge of appropriate job-interview behavior as measured by 
the Employment Interview Questionnaire (EIQ), a 15-item, multiple-choice 
instrument developed by Meier to measure the ability to identify appropri­
ate verbal responses to typical questions asked in an employment interview. 
Two equivalent forms of the EIQ were developed and subjects were assigned 
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to treatment conditions on the basis of matched scores on a pretest with 
the EIQ. The equivalent form of the EIQ was administered immediately after 
the completion of the treatments and again in a two-week follow-up. 
Meier found that subjects exposed to modeling and modeling with rein­
forcement scored significantly higher than control subjects on both the 
immediate and the delayed post-tests with the EIQ, with no difference 
between the two modeling conditions on either administration. Subjects 
exposed to written instructions scored no higher than subjects exposed to 
no treatment on either the immediate or delayed post-test. Comparisons of 
the relative effectiveness of written instructions and the two modeling 
conditions were less conclusive. 
On the immediate post-test, only modeling with reinforcement proved to 
be significantly more effective than written instructions. However, on the 
delayed post-test, subjects exposed to the two modeling treatments scored 
higher on the EIQ than the subjects exposed to written instructions but not 
at a statistically significant level- Nevertheless, Meier concluded that 
modeling is more effective than written instructions in teaching knowledge 
of appropriate job-interview behavior. This rather shaky conclusion holds 
only for audiotape modeling, and it remains to be seen if videotape model­
ing is effective. 
Barbee and Keil have developed a paradigm for investigating job-
interview training (Barbee, 1972; Barbee & Keil, 1973; Keil & Barbee, 
1973). In one study (Barbee & Keil, 1973), 64 clients from three federal 
manpower agencies were randomly assigned to one of three treatment condi­
tions: (a) a combined program that included an initial simulated job 
interview, a training program in which subjects viewed their simulated 
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interviews and then rehearsed appropriate interview behavior, and then a 
final simulated job inteirview; (b) a videotape feedback program in which 
subjects viewed a videotape of their initial simulated interviews and then 
completed a final simulated interview; and (c) a control group in which 
subjects completed two simulated interviews with no intervening treatment. 
All videotaped interviews were presented to a group of five judges who 
were asked to rate the subjects on the Job Interview Rating Scale (JIRS) 
after viewing each videotaped interview. The JIRS is a rating scale of 
behavioral dimensions appropriate for job-interview behavior which was 
developed by Barbee (1972). The criterion of training effectiveness was 
taken from the difference scores (initial versus final interview) of judges' 
ratings across judges, by item on the JIRS. 
The results showed that on nine out of ten measures of observable 
interview behavior, the judges reported greater positive change from ini­
tial to final interview among the combined treatment group compared with 
the videotape feedback group and the control group. On two of these items 
("level of questions asked about the job" and "assertiveness and initia­
tive"), analysis of variance showed that the change was statistically sig­
nificant. And on an overall evaluation item concerning the probability of 
hire, positive change for the combined treatment group was statistically 
significantly greater than for either the videotape feedback group or the 
control group. 
It is interesting to note the negative finding that the videotape 
feedback group did not differ from the control group on the dependent 
measures of the JIRS. 
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Methodologically, it is unfortunate that behavior rehearsal and video­
tape feedback were confounded in the combined treatment group. Because of 
this confounding, it is impossible to compare the effectiveness of these 
two treatments separately in this study. In order to make such a compari­
son, it would have been necessary to include a fourth treatment group where 
subjects received only behavior rehearsal. Again, the problem of confound­
ing treatments has obviated some of the possible conclusions of this inves­
tigation of job-interview behavior. 
Venardos and Harris (1973) randomly assigned nineteen rehabilitation 
clients to one of three groups which met for two consecutive days for a 
total of ten hours. The format for all those groups consisted of each sub­
ject completing an application for employment, being pretested with a five-
to ten-minute videotaped, simulated employment interview, and being post-
tested with another videotaped, simulated employment interview after the 
administration of a treatment. 
Following the pretesting, the six subjects in the first group viewed 
and later discussed two filmed, staged, model interviews that demonstrated 
the appropriate interview behaviors. Then there followed a training pro­
gram consisting of lectures, distributed printed materials, note-taking and 
open discussion in order to familiarize the subjects with the critical 
aspects of an interview. Each subject was assisted in developing an indi­
vidualized approach in exploring potential behavioral strengths and prob­
lems. Subsequently, the videotaped, pretest interviews were shown to the 
subjects as a feedback mechanism. The subjects were then urged to comment 
not only on their own performance but also upon the performance of other 
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group members. After completion of this treatment phase, a brief review 
was presented and the final interview was videotaped. 
The five subjects in the second treatment group were at no time 
allowed to see the initial videotaped, simulated interview nor were they 
presented with the model interviews. Otherwise, the format for the group 
interactions and presentations was similar to that of the first treatment 
group with one exception—the use of role-playing (or behavior rehearsal). 
Periodically throughout the presentation, each subject was required to 
role-play interview excerpts relevant to the area under discussion. At the 
conclusion of the information imparting session, each subject role-played 
an entire interview session, repeating the performance until it was satis­
factory to the group who observed that performance. Subjects were asked to 
role-play not only the interviewee but also the interviewer. Following 
this, the post-test interview was videotaped. 
The eight subjects in the control group were pretested and post-tested 
with videotaped sessions and were assisted in completing application forms 
for employment. However, there was no presentation of information on the 
critical aspects of an interview, no feedback of the initial videotaped 
interview, no presentation of the model interviews, and no role-playing of 
the job interview. To control for the effect of experimenter attention, a 
program of industry tours was devised involving an amount of time compara­
ble to that of the two treatment procedures. 
Ratings by five trained judges of the pretest and post-test interviews 
served as the criterion measures. A behavioral rating scale that was con­
structed to measure 26 specific critical interview behaviors using a five-
point classification range was used by the judges in their assessments of 
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treatment effects. In addition, each judge rated the overall behavioral 
change between the two interviews on a 17-point scale that ranged from 
"significantly improved" to "much worse." 
The composite score on the 26-item post-test interview rating scale 
was analyzed by an analysis of covariance, using pretest scores as the 
covariate. The analysis revealed a significant difference among the 
groups. Comparisons using Scheffe's method revealed that the adjusted mean 
scores of both of the treatment groups were significantly higher than that 
of the control group but the two treatment groups did not differ signifi­
cantly from each other. Similar results were found for the ratings of 
overall improvement. 
However, this investigation seems to lend itself to several criticisms. 
First, the number of subjects used seems to have been rather small for a 
proper statistical analysis (Kirk, 1968). Second, the treatments were, for 
the most part, administered to the subjects in a group setting. And such 
group administration of treatment does not allow for proper statistical 
analysis with each subject being considered as the observational unit. 
Because of these violations of statistical assumptions, the results predi­
cated upon the statistical analysis in the investigation are unreliable. 
Also, treatment confounding mitigates the specificity of any conclu­
sions drawn from this investigation. That is, while there were only two 
treatment groups, there seem to have been five actual interventions: 
(a) completing an employment application form; (b) education on the criti­
cal aspects of an interview; (c) videotape feedback on the initial inter­
view; (d) filmed modeling of appropriate interview behavior; and (e) role-
playing of appropriate interview behavior. Several of these interventions 
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were confounded within both of the treatment groups. Thus, it is not pos­
sible to discern which treatment was actually responsible for any signifi­
cant effects even if the statistical assumptions had been properly met. 
Haber (1975) has investigated the effectiveness of procedures designed 
to increase the assertive behavior of teacher candidates in job interviews. 
A treatment procedure using only written instructions and a treatment com­
bining written instructions, behavior rehearsal, trainer modeling, and 
videotape feedback were compared with a control group. Fifty-six education 
students were randomly assigned to one of these three groups. 
The subjects reported individually to the university placement center. 
After completing a standard application form, subjects in the control group 
were interviewed by a personnel officer representing a fictitious school 
district. The interviews were about 12 minutes in length. The written 
instructions group was asked to read an interview hints pamphlet before 
being interviewed by the personnel officer. The combined treatment group 
also read the pamphlet and was then trained before being given the evalua­
tion interview. The training consisted of the following procedures: (a) a 
simulated job interview with the trainer; (b) viewing a videotape of that 
simulated interview; (c) developing a list of behaviors to be modified; and 
(d) rehearsing the desired behaviors with the trainer modeling when appro­
priate. 
The major criterion of performance was judges' ratings of the video­
tapes of the subjects' simulated job interviews, as rated on the Employment 
Interview Rating Scale (EIRS). The EIRS contained 11 items of observable 
interview behavior. Another dependent measure was the Rathus Assertiveness 
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Schedule (RAS), a 30-item self-report measure of assertiveness. The RAS 
was administered both for a pretest and a post-test. 
An analysis of covariance with the pretest RAS scores as covariates 
was used to test for differences among the three groups on the EIRS items 
and on the post-test RAS scores. The Neuman-Keuls test was used when over­
all significance was found. Significant 2 ratios were found for four items 
of the EIRS. On three of these items—"communicating specifics," "voca­
tional maturity," and "projection of enthusiasm"—the combined treatment 
group scored significantly higher than both the written instructions group 
and the control group. On a fourth item, termination, the written instruc­
tions group scored significantly higher than the control group but not 
significantly differently from the combined treatment group. Statistical 
significance notwithstanding, the combined treatment group scores were 
higher than the control group scores on all 11 items of the EIRS and higher 
than the written instructions group scores on ten items of the EIRS. There 
were no significant differences found between the groups on the post-test 
RAS scores. 
As with most of the other investigations reported here, this study 
showed significant results. However, several different treatments were 
again confounded in a combined treatment group. Thus, it cannot be known 
whether the effects of the combined treatment were produced by the video­
tape feedback, the behavior rehearsal, the trainer modeling, or some combi­
nation of these treatments. Better experimental design would be required 
in order to discern any possible differential effects among these treat­
ments . 
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Grothe (1975) examined the effectiveness of a procedure designed to 
help socioeconomically disadvantaged clients acquire knowledge of appro­
priate job-interview behavior and the ability to demonstrate that behavior 
in a simulated job interview. The treatments were administered within the 
context of the Life Skills method developed by Adkins (1970); this Life 
Skills method is composed of four stages. The stimulus stage consists of a 
brief description of the nature and purpose of the method and also the pre­
sentation of a film dramatizing the common mistakes in a job interview. 
The evocation stage consists of structured group discussion about the film 
and about the subjects' own experiences with job interviewing. The objec­
tive inquiry stage consists of five written articles, two modeling video­
tapes, and a structured group exercise in which group members practice 
brief interview behaviors. The application stage gives each member an 
opportunity to participate in a simulated job interview. These interviews 
are then observed by the subject group as a whole in order to provide feed­
back and suggestions to each member. 
One major purpose of Grothe's investigation (1975) was to evaluate the 
effectiveness'of the Life Skills method for improving knowledge of job-
interview behavior and for improving the ability to demonstrate appropriate 
job-interview behavior. Another major purpose was to examine the relative 
and combined effects of symbolic verbal modeling (detailed written instruc­
tions) and behavioral modeling (videotape demonstrations) within the Life 
Skills method. The effects of age and reading coziprehension level of the 
subjects were also examined. 
Sixty-three welfare recipients were randomly assigned to one of four 
conditions. The first condition was composed of the complete Life Skills 
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unit, including instructional articles as well as the modeling videotapes. 
The second treatment condition (behavioral modeling) consisted of the Life 
Skills unit without instructional articles. The third condition (verbal 
modeling) consisted of the Life Skills unit without the modeling video­
tapes. And the fourth condition was a control group which received basic 
literacy instruction during the treatment period. And these treatments 
were administered in a post-test only, control group design. 
The dependent variable of knowledge of appropriate job-interview 
behavior was measured by a form of the Employment Interview Questionnaire 
(EIQ) developed by Meier (1972). And the dependent variable of the ability 
to demonstrate appropriate job-interview behavior was measured by the 
Interviewing Effectiveness Rating (1ER) Form. The 1ER is composed of 21 
statements describing the behavioral demonstrations of a series of levels 
of interviewing ability. For each statement, two trained raters made a 
dichotomous decision regarding whether or not the criterion level of pro­
ficiency had been met. 
The results of these dependent measures were analyzed by analysis of 
variance and Scheffe's test. These results indicated that the Life Skills 
method is an effective means for improving the ability to demonstrate 
appropriate behavior in a simulated job interview. However, this behav­
ioral change was not accompanied by a significant increase in the subjects' 
knowledge of appropriate job-interview behavior as measured by the EIQ. 
With regard to the use of symbolic verbal modeling or behavioral modeling, 
the results of the 1ER indicated that the combined use of these procedures 
was no more effective than the single use in improving the subjects' abil­
ity to demonstrate appropriate job-interview behavior. 
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Regardless of age or treatment condition, reading comprehension level 
significantly influenced the subject's ability to perform effectively in 
the simulated interview. But, again, the subject's knowledge of appropri­
ate interview behavior was not affected by reading comprehension level. 
Age was not a significant factor, and there were no significant inter­
actions among age, reading comprehension level, and the treatment condi­
tions. 
As with most of the investigations previously described, the Life 
Skills method seems to incorporate too many variables to be investigated 
with such a simple design as was used in Grothe's study (1975). Breaking 
the Life Skills method into more conditions in addition to symbolic verbal 
modeling and behavioral modeling would allow for a better examination of 
which parts of the Life Skills method significantly contribute to its 
effects. 
Braukmann (1974) examined the effectiveness of an "instructional pack­
age" in teaching job-interview skills to boys in a group home. The 
instructional package consisted of a set of specific instructions and mul­
tiple procedures for teaching job-interview skills in the following areas 
of performance: personal appearance, social behavior, volunteering infor­
mation, posture, and eye contact in a simulated job interview. The 
subjects were six boys living in a group home for "predelinquents." 
In experiment I, three trainers used the instructional package to 
teach the above interview skills to three boys. A multiple baseline, 
behavioral rating, design across subjects demonstrated that the instruc­
tional package and a money contingency were effective in modifying the 
interview behavior of all three subjects. Experiment II, with one subject 
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and the same design, demonstrated the same effectiveness. Experiment III 
indicated that the money contingency, by itself, was insufficient to modify 
the job-interview behavior of two subjects. However, this experiment indi­
cated that the instructional package did improve the subjects' interview 
behavior. 
Braukmann's description of the instructional package indicated that it 
involved the confounding of several treatment procedures, which has been a 
common flaw in other research on job-interview training. And these experi­
ments would definitely require replication with much larger numbers of sub­
jects in order to obtain reliable, generalizable statistical results. 
Barrow (1976) investigated the effects of a combined treatment 
approach on the acquisition of job-interview skills by high school stu­
dents. Three treatments were compared. The first treatment procedure was 
composed of simulation, modeling and behavior learning strategies to teach 
interview skills. The second treatment represented a traditional learning 
approach to teaching job-interview skills. A third treatment served as a 
control condition in which requisite skills were taught but were not 
related to the situation of interviewing as an applicant for a job. 
The subjects for the study were 63 sophomore high school students. 
Data were gathered from pretest and post-test videotaped, simulated job 
interviews. The simulated interviews were rated independently by two 
trained observers who used a rating scale that sampled nine areas of 
interviewee performance- The data were analyzed by a two-way analysis of 
variance and post-hoc, multiple comparisons. The results indicated that 
the combined treatment group showed significant improvement over the other 
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two groups with regard to the skills of: "ability to present ideas," 
"judgment," "self-confidence," and "employability." 
But, again, this study is also subject to the criticism of the con­
founding of treatments. 
Baumgarten (1976) compared the effectiveness of two job interview 
training methods which incorporated the use of videotape feedback tech­
niques. An experimental group received a formal, structured form of a job 
interview training utilizing micro-teaching techniques to train subjects in 
attending behavior skills. A comparison group received a less formal, less 
structured, quicker method of job interview training. 
Twenty subjects in the experimental group attended an hour of lecture 
and discussion which included modeling of positive and negative attending 
behavior prior to participating in individual practice job interviews which 
were videotaped. Immediately following these simulated job interviews, the 
videotape was played back for the subject and the experimenter to critique 
together. The experimenter volunteered comments and suggestions on how the 
subject could improve his or her interviewing skills. A second simulated 
job interview was videotaped approximately four days later for scoring by 
three trained, unbiased judges. 
Twenty subjects in the comparison group were not given any form of job 
interview training prior to participating in individual practice job inter­
views which were videotaped. The videotape of the practice interview was 
played back immediately for the subject's self-criticism. The experimenter 
did not make comments or suggestions about the subject's performance during 
the playback unless the subject asked specific questions about his or her 
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interviewing skills- A second simulated job interview was videotaped 
approximately four days later for rating by the same three judges. 
The judges rated the videotape of each subject's second interview 
independently by using a behavioral checklist to indicate the various 
behaviors they observed while viewing the case. A two-way analysis of 
variance (treatment by sex) was used to test the following null hypotheses 
for the subject's scores; (1) There was no difference in levels for the 
comparison group and the experimental group; (2) There was no difference in 
the mean levels between males and females; and (3) There was no interaction 
between treatment and sex. None of the three null hypotheses was rejected 
as none of the F.values was significant at the .05 level. There was no 
significant difference among the scores between the two groups and between 
males and females, nor was there any significant interaction between treat­
ment and sex. 
The negative results notwithstanding, this study is subject to several 
criticisms. First, the experimental group confounded treatments as has 
been seen in most of the other studies. The experimental group combined 
lecture and group discussion as well as the modeling of effective and inef­
fective interview behavior. In addition, the comparison group which was 
supposedly acting as a control was, in fact, a treatment group; that is, 
the subjects in the comparison group actually received the treatment of 
videotape feedback. It would have been necessary to include a third con­
trol group which received no treatment in order to effectively assess the 
effectiveness of the other groups in improving the subject's job interview 
behavior. Finally, the treatments were administered on a group basis. As 
has been noted throughout this discussion, the administration of treatments 
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in groups violates the statistical assumption that treatments are admin­
istered independently to subjects which is required in order for the scores 
ical unit of observation. 
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in groups violates the statistical assumption that treatments are admin­
istered independently to subjects which is required in order for the scores 
of the subjects to constitute the statistical unit of observation. 
Chavez-Fernandez (1977) conducted three investigations on the training 
of employment interview skills with minority adults. The subject popula­
tions were composed of black and Native American individuals who were 
attending classes at three different job training, job readiness and GED 
training centers. In the first investigation (9 subjects), the effective­
ness of a first experimental procedure, a slide presentation, and a second 
experimental procedure, instructor training, were measured separately. A 
second investigation (8 subjects) determined the effectiveness of both 
experimental conditions presented as a composite procedure. A third inves­
tigation (5 subjects) was carried out to determine if the behaviors trained 
would maintain over time. 
Behaviors observed and trained included appearance and cleanliness 
procedures, appropriate social behaviors upon entering the reception area 
and during the interview, appropriate eye contact and posture, as well as 
correct verbal behavior. The behaviors selected for training reflected the 
findings of an employment interview survey sent to 100 directors of person­
nel in the metropolitan Kansas City area. 
A single-subject, multiple-baseline design was used in each study to 
investigate the effects of the experimental procedures employed. Subjects 
in each study were sent one at a time through simulated job interviews, 
conducted by individuals with prior interviewing experience. An observer 
seated in the interview room recorded the occurrence of appropriate social 
behaviors using a behavior checklist, and the occurrence of correct posture 
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and eye contact using an interval recording method. Interviews were audio-
taped, and verbal behavior was analyzed later from the tapes. After ini­
tial baseline interviews, subjects received training, then post-training 
interviews. Training procedures included a slide presentation with audio­
tape and instructor training, consisting of instructor-modeling, discrimi­
nation training, and role-playing. Subjects received no feedback on their 
performance during interviews and saw each interviewer only once. 
Results from the first study showed most target behaviors increased 
slightly after training with the slide presentation only but increased and 
maintained at high levels after training with the instructor. In the sec­
ond study, the target behaviors increased to similar high levels after the 
training package. Subjects in the third study also improved to high levels 
after training, and those tested five weeks later maintained that high 
level. 
Regardless of the appropriateness of a single-subject design for test­
ing the hypotheses of this experiment, the design flaw of the confounding 
of treatments is present in this study also. Again, the experimental group 
should have been broken down into several groups each of which contained 
the application of only one of the training techniques. 
Hiner (1977) investigated modeling plus behavior rehearsal as a job 
interview training procedure for the disadvantaged/disabled. A comparison 
was made between the combined modeling and rehearsal procedure, modeling 
alone, guided discussions, and a no-treatment control. 
The subjects were 68 job-ready, vocationally handicapped clients of 
the Texas Rehabilitation Commission. All were economically and education­
ally deprived females whose ages ranged from 18 to 59 with a median of 29. 
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Subjects were randomly but equally divided into four experimental condi­
tions. The three treatment conditions were administered in a series of 
small training groups over a period of five months. Job interview skills 
development was evaluated from post-training test interviews and subsequent 
job placement successes. Control subjects were evaluated in the same man­
ner. Duncan's multiple range test was applied to the test interview data 
and revealed that on three of four variables, subjects in the modeling and 
the modeling plus behavior rehearsal conditions performed better than the 
control subjects at the .05 level of statistical significance. Analysis of 
variance and chi-square analyses of the days to job placement of the fre­
quencies of job placement failed to reveal any statistically significant 
group differences. The hypothesized advantage of modeling plus behavior 
rehearsal over the other treatment condition was not supported by the data. 
Again, this investigation is subject to two criticisms. First, the 
procedure of behavioral rehearsal was not included in a separate experimen­
tal group. This did not allow for a completely independent comparison of 
the differential effects of modeling and behavior rehearsals. Also, the 
treatments were administered in the experimental group in a group fashion. 
As has been repeatedly noted above, this does not permit proper statistical 
analysis of the data. 
Watson (1977) investigated the relative effects of four different 
treatment methods on the acquisition of job interview skills by youthful 
offenders. The treatments consisted of covert modeling (CM), covert self-
modeling (CSM), covert modeling with covert reinforcement (CMCR) and covert 
self-modeling with covert self-reinforcement (CSM/CSR). Each treatment was 
29 
applied in a covert manner in which the subject imagined the instructions 
presented on an audiotape. 
The first two treatments, CM and CSM, consisted of a modeling strat­
egy, while the other two treatments, CMCR and CSM/CSR, reflected an addi­
tional component of reinforcement. The treatments also were varied by the 
type of modeling and reinforcing consequences that the subjects imagined in 
the CM and CMCR treatments; the subjects were instructed to imagine someone 
else (other than one's self) carrying out the procedure. In contrast, the 
subjects were told to imagine themselves throughout the CSM and CSM/CSR 
procedures. 
Three dependent variables were used: (1) explaining one's work skills 
to a prospective employer; (2) discussing one's prison record with an 
employer and explaining how one's record will not interfere with job per­
formance; and (3) being able to demonstrate verbal enthusiasm about a job 
by asking a prospective employer about working conditions and job informa­
tion not related to salary and benefits. A written pretest and post-test 
were used as a measure of the subject's knowledge of the interviewing 
skills. A 10-minute, audiotaped, roleplay test was used as a measure of 
the subject's ability to demonstrate the desired responses. The written 
assessments were submitted to a repeated-measures analysis of variance and 
to an analysis of covariance. The repeated-measures analysis of variance 
revealed significant differences. The CM group was superior on the written 
assessments and CSM was superior on the behavioral assessments. 
This investigation did an admirable job of avoiding the confounding of 
experimental procedures. However, it is perhaps fortuitous that any sig­
nificant results were obtained in this study. This is because no control 
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group was used. Even the most basic experimental psychology text will 
point out the necessity for using a control group when investigating the 
effects of a treatment procedure. 
Wolf (1976) compared the effectiveness of social modeling techniques 
with videotape feedback in developing appropriate job interview procedures 
in minority clients from a heroin dependent population. The particular 
modeling techniques were: (1) verbal modeling with behavior rehearsal; 
(2) verbal modeling with behavior rehearsal with videotape feedback of the 
subject's behavioral performance; (3) presentation of a videotaped model of 
an ideal interview in which the model emitted, and is reinforced for, per­
fect interview responses followed by the subject's verbal modeling and 
behavior rehearsal; and (4) a control condition in which no modeling 
occurred at all. 
Forty black male heroin treatment patients were randomly assigned to 
one of the four conditions with one of two interviewers. The subjects 
completed a job application form, then participated in a standardized 
interview. The treatment conditions with a trainer followed the first 
interview. The subject then had a post-training interview. All pre- and 
post-interviews were videotaped and coded. Two independent judges scored 
the client interviews using the Behavioral Specific Job Interview Rating 
Scale (BSJIRS). This scale was composed of 9 interview behaviors opera­
tionally specifying interview skills and also of one summary evaluation. 
A 2 X 4 factorial analysis of variance was calculated on pre- and 
post-interview scores. Correlated _t tests for pre- and post-scores were 
calculated to assess change within groups. The greatest number of statis­
tically significant within-group improvements demonstrated with the 
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correlated _t tests were made by subjects exposed to the videotape feedback 
training condition. The 2x4 analysis of variance indicated, in general, 
that there was no statistically significant difference between groups after 
training. 
As with other studies discussed above, there was some confounding of 
treatments in this investigation. At the very least, an experimental group 
which was devoted solely to modeling instead of a combination of modeling, 
verbal modeling and behavioral rehearsal should have been included. Also, 
the statistical analysis of the data might more appropriately have been 
done by the use of a split-plot analysis (Kirk, 1968; Winer, 1971) which 
would have been able to take into account the effects of having two inde­
pendent raters and also the pre- and post-test scores. 
Zelenak (1977) compared assertive training and didactic workshop as 
methods for developing positive employment interviewing skills. The major 
purpose of this study was to determine if assertive training, combined with 
the presentation of job interviewing skills, was more effective for prepar­
ing individuals for the employment interview than: (1) a didactic presen­
tation of job interviewing workshop and (2) no treatment. The subjects 
were 68 volunteer female undergraduate students from Kansas State Univer­
sity. The subjects were randomly assigned to the assertive training group 
(AT), the didactic group (D), or the control group (C). The AT group and 
the D group members met for three five-hour sessions. Subjects from these 
two groups received a minimum of 10 hours of training in order to be 
included in the study. Control subjects did not meet as a group. 
The AT group members received behavior rehearsal, modeling, role-
playing, videotape playback and feedback, and information on job 
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interviewing, and had two practice sessions on interviewing behavior. Time 
was also spent listening to speakers, writing resumes, and taking notes. 
All subjects were required to complete the Rathus Assertiveness Schedule 
(RAS), an application form, the informed consent document, and to practice 
using the videotape equipment. All subjects received a job description and 
set up interview appointments at their convenience. Thirty-three of the 68 
original volunteers completed the process. Each of the experimental groups 
consisted of 11 subjects. When all videotape interviews were completed, 
the tapes were presented to local business persons and college representa­
tives who were experienced at the interviewing process. Each tape was 
rated separately by four judges. 
Hypotheses were tested by employing a one-way analysis of variance and 
the Duncan multiple range technique. The statistical findings of the study 
indicated that the assertiveness training group did not perform signifi­
cantly differently on the interviewing skills in general, on the overall 
probability of the subject being hired, or on the self-rating of assertive­
ness on the RAS. 
While this study might be criticized on a variety of points of experi­
mental design, the most obvious criticism from the point of view of this 
present investigation is that the experimental group (Assertiveness Train­
ing) combined a plethora of different treatments. As has been noted in 
many of the previous studies, this rendered comparisons between the indi­
vidual treatments impossible. 
Grinnell and Lieberman (1977) examined the use of videotape in job 
interview skill training with mentally retarded young adults utilizing the 
micro-counseling model of instruction. Seven skill areas were modeled to 
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three experimental groups, for six sessions, where the method of videotape 
presentation differed for each group. Each subject was randomly assigned 
to one of three experimental groups or one control group. Each group was 
composed of six subjects and differed only in videotape playback presenta­
tion. The experimental group met twice a week for three weeks (excluding 
the pretest and post-test) where the above skill areas were modeled to them 
with the guidelines presented below for each group. 
The first experimental group received a skill training package of ver­
bal didactic information with cartoon pictures depicting the execution of 
each skill, and each skill was modeled by a trained counselor using a mem­
ber of the group to facilitate dyadic interaction. Each subject was given 
two opportunities to demonstrate ability to execute each skill in a video­
taped, simulated interview with a fellow trainee. These tapes were then 
played back with the tapes being stopped each time a skill behavior 
occurred. Social and monetary reinforcement (a nickel) was then given, the 
skill behavior commented upon, and playing of the tape resumed. This proc­
ess was repeated upon the occurrence on the videotape of each skill behav­
ior. 
The second experimental group received the same skill training package 
as the first experimental group, but the videotape trials were played back 
to the group without interruption for commentary. Social and monetary 
reinforcement was given retrospectively in response to each skill behavior 
exhibited by each subject on the videotape. 
The third experimental group received the same skill training package 
as the first and second groups; however, the subjects never saw their 
videotape film performances. Although the equipment was in the room during 
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each session, the videotape monitor vas never activated. Social and mone­
tary reinforcement was given directly following the execution of each trial 
in response to each skill behavior exhibited by each subject. 
The control group did not receive a skill training package and partic­
ipated only in the pretest and post-test procedures. 
For the pretest and post-test assessment, the subjects were randomly 
paired with one another and given two-and-a-half minutes each to respond to 
three vignettes which were recorded on videotape for each of the 12 pairs 
of subjects. These tapes were then rated by five independent judges. The 
judges rated the quality rather than the quantity of eye contact and body 
posture for each subject. This was executed on a four-point Likert-type 
scale where "one" represented "very bad" and "four" represented "very 
good." Five other target behaviors were judged by frequency of occurrence. 
These other target behaviors were labeled as follows: "minimal encourage," 
"verbal follow," "open-ended question," "closed-ended question," and 
"reflection of content." 
A correlated _t test indicated that significant differences (.01 level) 
were found between the pretest and post-test scores for all experimental 
groups in the first two skill areas of "eye contact" and "body posture." 
The control group had no such significance for the skill areas. There were 
no significant differences found for any of the groups for any of the other 
five skill areas in relation to their pretest and post-test scores. A two-
way analysis of variance revealed no significant differences between the 
experimental groups for all skill areas in relation to pretest and post-
test scores. However, each experimental group consistently obtained a 
higher gain score than the control group in each of the skill areas. 
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Again, this study might be criticized on many points of experimental 
design, for example, a repeated-measures design with corresponding statis­
tics might have been more appropriate. Nevertheless, the most pertinent 
criticism for purposes of this discussion is that, once again, several 
treatments were confounded in the experimental procedures. 
Hollandsworth, Dressel, and Stevens (1977) investigated the use of 
behavioral versus traditional procedures for increasing job interview 
skills. A job interview skills workshop model based on behavioral proce­
dures such as modeling, roleplaying, and directed feedback was compared 
with a traditional lecture-discussion group approach. Forty-five college 
seniors were randomly assigned to three groups, a behavioral group, a dis­
cussion group, and a no-treatment control group. All subjects participated 
in a pretest and a post-test simulated job interview that was videotaped. 
Subjects assigned to the behavioral group attended a four-hour work­
shop designed around the use of modeling, response rehearsal, and directed 
feedback. The number of participants in these workshops varied from four 
to nine and included a number of controls who had been pretested and post-
tested earlier. Two trainers, one male and one female, were blind to the 
treatment conditions of these participants as well as to the hypotheses of 
the investigation and the measures used. Taped assessments of the subjects 
in the behavioral group occurred immediately prior to and immediately fol­
lowing the workshop. The behavioral workshops consisted of a series of 
exercises that presented skill areas one at a time. The five skill areas 
included eye contact, body expression, loudness of voice, fluency of speech 
and appropriateness of content. The exercises were cumulative so that each 
new exercise included all previous skills in addition to the one being 
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introduced. Each skill area was modeled by the trainers and rehearsed with 
each group member. Feedback on individual performances was provided by the 
trainers and group members. In order to maximize group participation, the 
group was broken into triads for practice interviews after all five skill 
areas had been covered. To strengthen the feedback and coaching components, 
a rating checklist of the five skill areas was provided. After all partic­
ipants had completed at least one practice interview, the group re-assembled 
for individual interviews with one of the two trainers. Again, feedback 
was provided by group members using the rating checklist and the trainer. 
The presentation and brief discussion of a packet of material on job hunt­
ing, resume writing, etc., marked the end of the workshop. 
In the discussion group the training personnel, time duration, group 
size and composition, and assessment procedures were the same as those for 
the behavioral condition. The discussion workshop began with the presenta­
tion of a 12-minute professionally developed film strip with accompanying 
audiotape entitled The Job Interview (Educational Direction, 1972). After 
some discussion, the group members then read and discussed The Interview, 
which is a five-page article by Dumphy, Austin and McEneanly (1973) con­
cerning effective verbal and nonverbal job interview behaviors similar to 
those covered in the behavioral group. Next, a work sheet designed to help 
participants identify their best skills, weak areas, short-range goals, and 
long-range goals was presented to the group. After a period of general 
discussion, the materials packet used in the behavioral group was presented 
as the final activity for the discussion group. 
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Subjects assigned to the control group were scheduled for pre- and 
post-taping along with the two treatment groups. All controls participated 
in the workshops on days following their assessment. 
Two judges viewed the videotape and independently timed the length of 
each subject's eye contact and response as well as the total length of the 
interview. Independent judges rated affect, loudness of voice, ability to 
explain skills, and openness and honesty. Pairs of independent judges 
counted the number of positive self-statements and speech disturbances for 
each subject. 
Gain scores (Huck & McLean, 1975) were computed and subjected to a 
series of univariant analyses of variance. Post-hoc comparison using 
Duncan's multiple range test were conducted for those dependent variables 
yielding a significant 2 ratio. The behavioral group was found to produce 
a greater increase in percentage of eye contact than either the discussion 
or control groups. The discussion group was found to result in greater 
increases in length of speaking, rated ability to explain skills, rated 
expression of feelings, and personal opinions on matters relevant to the 
interview. For openness and honesty, the discussion group was superior to 
the control group but not the behavioral group. However, the behavioral 
group was not significantly different from the control group for this 
measure. 
While the statistical analysis of this study may be an improvement 
over that of the previous studies here reviewed, the experimental design 
leaves at least two flaws which are by now common in the studies here 
reviewed. The treatments were administered to the subjects as a group 
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which renders proper statistical analysis impossible, and several treat­
ments were once again confounded within the experimental group. 
Lovsin (Note 1) attempted to eliminate the confounding of treatments 
in an investigation of the effects of videotape modeling and videotape 
feedback on the job-interview behavior of patients in a Veterans Adminis­
tration hospital. Thirty-six patients were randomly assigned to one of 
four experimental groups: videotape modeling, videotape feedback, video­
tape modeling with videotape feedback, and a control condition. All sub­
jects received three administrations of their respective treatments. Base­
line and post-test measures (after the completion of all three treatment 
administrations) were taken of the subject's knowledge of effective job 
interview behavior. These measures were equivalent forms of a 20-item mul­
tiple choice, paper-and-pencil test. 
Baseline and post-test measures (after each treatment administration) 
were taken of the subject's ability to demonstrate effective behavior in a 
simulated job interview. These measures were ratings by two trained judges 
on a scale composed of 21 behavioral criteria of interview performance and 
also on a single scale rating overall interview performance. Statistical 
analysis for all measures was by analysis of covariance using the baseline 
measure as the covariate. 
The results indicated that the treatments did not affect the subjects' 
knowledge of effective job interview behavior, and the appropriateness of 
the dependent measure of that variable was questioned. The results also 
indicated that either videotape modeling or modeling with feedback, or both 
conditions, did improve subjects' behavior in a simulated job interview. 
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It may be seen from the studies just reviewed that in previous job 
interview research, positive results were usually found; that is, the vari­
ous treatments did seem to increase the effectiveness of the subjects' job 
interview behavior. However, the treatments were often confounded with one 
another or with larger instructional systems. Thus, the specific responsi­
bility for positive effects can neither be clearly assigned nor empirically 
predicted for future investigation. 
Therefore, this investigation seeks to provide better experimental 
control of the treatment conditions of videotape modeling and videotape 
feedback. In addition, the effects of certain subject variables and the 
effect of repeated administrations of the treatments are investigated. 
Research Hypotheses 
Intervention hypotheses. From a theoretical standpoint, social learn­
ing theory (Bandura, 1977) would predict that videotape modeling of effec­
tive job interview behavior should improve the effectiveness of subjects* 
job interview behavior. Many of the investigations cited above give par­
tial support to these predictions, including the pilot project (Lovsin, 
Note 1) for this investigation. However, most of the previous job inter­
view research has not provided unconfounded empirical support for the pre­
dicted effect of videotape modeling. Also, only the investigation of 
Meier (1972) approached unconfounded empirical support for the predicted 
effect of audiotape modeling. 
With regard to the intervention of videotape feedback, social learning 
theory would predict that videotape feedback should improve the effective­
ness of subjects' job interview behavior. However, social learning theory 
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(Bandura, 1977) would predict this effect only to the extent that subjects 
can compare their own job interview behavior with a standard of effective 
job interview behavior. 
Since there is no reason to expect subjects to have knowledge of a 
standard of truly effective job interview behavior, there is no reason to 
expect videotape feedback, by itself, to improve subjects' job interview 
behavior. And this did seem to be the case in the pilot investigation 
(Lovsin, Note 1) where videotape feedback did not appear to improve the job 
interview behavior of patients in a Veterans Administration hospital. 
(But there was some question of a ceiling effect on the baseline measure 
for the subjects in the videotape feedback condition.) And, in another 
investigation (Barbee & Keil, 1973) where videotape feedback was not con­
founded with other treatments, the videotape feedback group did not demon­
strate more effective job interview behavior than the control group. 
However, the combination of modeling and videotape feedback should 
improve subjects' job interview behavior according to both the modeling and 
self-monitoring principles of social learning theory (Bandura, 1977). The 
modeling of effective job interview behavior should provide the standard 
against which subjects can then compare their own job interview behavior 
when viewing the videotape feedback. The analysis of covariance and the 
graphic data of the pilot study (Lovsin, Note 1) provide support for this 
prediction. Grothe's study (1975) also lends some support to such a pre­
diction. But in that investigation, symbolic verbal modeling and behavior 
rehearsal were confounded with videotape modeling and videotape feedback. 
So again, there is presently little empirical support for the prediction 
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that videotape modeling combined with videotape feedback should improve 
subjects' job interview behavior. 
This investigation seeks to provide statistical support for the fol­
lowing intervention hypotheses: 
Hypothesis I: Subjects exposed to videotape modeling of effective 
versus ineffective job interview behavior will differ from subjects not 
exposed to such modeling with respect to their ability to demonstrate 
effective behavior in a simulated job interview. 
Hypothesis II: Subjects exposed to videotape feedback of their own 
job interview behavior will differ from subjects not exposed to such self-
monitoring with respect to the ability to demonstrate effective behavior in 
a simulated job interview. 
Hypothesis III: Subjects exposed to both videotape modeling of effec­
tive versus ineffective job interview behavior and also to videotape feed­
back of their own job interview behavior will differ from subjects not 
exposed to such treatments with respect to the ability to demonstrate 
effective behavior in a simulated job interview. 
This third research hypothesis is separated into two parts; that is, 
the effect is predicted regardless of whether the modeling or the feedback 
is first presented to the subject. Experimentally, this requires a pro­
cedure where one treatment group receives modeling followed by feedback and 
another treatment group receives feedback followed by modeling. This con­
trol procedure was introduced into the investigation of Hypothesis III 
because the literature has indicated that the order by which combined 
treatments are presented may affect the results of an investigation (Winer, 
1971). 
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Repeated administration hypothesis. Learning theory generally argues 
that practice improves performance (Hulse, Deese, & Egeth, 1975). Accord­
ingly, the final research hypothesis is: 
Hypothesis IV; The subjects' scores on the dependent measures after 
one trial will differ from their scores after another trial. 
Subject Characteristic Covariates 
In a review of relevant research, Bracht (1970) has argued for the 
necessity for more direct examination of the interaction between treatment 
conditions and subject characteristics. Also, Cronbach and Snow (1969) 
have argued that the effectiveness of instructional methods may vary with 
the characteristics of the subjects. Research specifically dealing with 
the process of modeling (Koran, 1972; Koran, Snow, & McDonald, 1971; 
Sarason & Ganzer, 1973) has suggested that subject characteristics may 
interact with treatment procedures to affect performance on dependent meas­
ures. For example, in research with juvenile offenders, Sarason and Ganzer 
(1973) found that modeling and group discussion techniques were differen­
tially effective with subjects of differing diagnostic classifications. 
Mischel (1973) has argued that competencies, such as intelligence, are 
important subject variables for inclusion in research. Also, the measured 
intelligence quotient (IQ) has been found to correlate with the performance 
of a variety of skills (Broman, Nichols, & Kennedy, 1975; Resnick, 1976; 
Weinland, 1973). 
Accordingly, while this present research was not originally designed 
to investigate the effects of subject variables, it became apparent upon 
the collection of the data that it would be possible to nearly perfectly 
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balance the experimental groups for sex and race (black or white). Thus, 
these two factors of Race and Sex were included primarily in order to par­
tial out more variance from the error term and not necessarily for direct, 
hypothetical investigation. 
Control was also exerted over the variable of intelligence by includ­
ing an IQ measure as a covariate in the statistical analysis. The variable 
of age was similarly controlled by recording the subject's chronological 
age for use as a covariate in the statistical analysis. 
All of the hypotheses were investigated as described in the following 
section. 
44 
Method 
Subjects 
The subjects for this investigation were 65 temporary employees of the 
Veteran's Administration Medical Center in North Chicago, Illinois. These 
volunteers were recruited from over 450 temporary employees employed at 
that hospital from February through November, 1978. These employees were 
given an incentive to participate in this study by being offered a free 
vocational interest inventory with interpretation. There were 20 black 
females, 15 black males, 15 white females and 15 white males. These sub­
jects ranged in age from 16 to 40 years. 
Experimental Design 
The experimental design was a split-split-plot factorial design with 
three between factors and two within factors. The three between factors 
were the treatment conditions, race, and sex. The two within factors were 
the number of treatment administrations and the judges of the subjects' 
behavior on the dependent measures. 
The treatment conditions were: (a) videotape modeling; (b) videotape 
feedback; (c) videotape modeling followed by videotape feedback; (d) video­
tape feedback followed by videotape modeling; and (e) an expectancy control 
group. Each subject participated in a baseline measurement procedure and 
then received three consecutive administrations of one treatment. Post-
test measures followed each of the three treatment administrations. Two 
judges rated the subjects' behavior on the dependent measures. 
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Four subject characteristics were statistically controlled. These 
were race, sex, verbal intelligence, and age. These characteristics were 
used as covariates in the statistical analysis. 
Apparatus 
The modeling of effective versus ineffective job interview behavior 
was done by means of the videotape entitled How to Win Jobs and Influence 
Employers (Multi-Resource Center, 1971). This videotape begins with a 
short narration and continues to demonstrate effective versus ineffective 
job interview behavior. Seven scenes were selected from this tape for pre­
sentation in the videotape treatment condition. These scenes concern such 
topics as: "How to open an interview"; "How to describe skills"; "How to 
close an interview"; and a variety of other topics which may come up in a 
job interview. 
Other apparatus included the following items of videotape equipment: 
Ampex 5800 Sharp 2 SN 1412 Videotape Recorder/Playback Unit, Ampex Tele­
vision Camera 5820-5077, Samren Tripod, Setchill-Carlsen Sharp 2 Television 
Monitor (black and white) SN 594002, Sure Microphone 545, videotape cables, 
microphone cables and 14 60-minute vidéocassettes. 
Procedure 
The 65 subjects were sequentially assigned in random stratified sam­
ples to the five experimental groups. All subjects in all groups began by 
participating in a simulated job interview which was videotaped. This pro­
cedure provided the data for the baseline measurements. 
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Simulated job interview. Each simulated job interview was conducted 
in an office approximately 9' x 12* (10.03 sq. meters) of floor space. A 
desk and two chairs were arranged for an interview, and the videotape 
equipment was set up inside the room approximately six feet (1.83 meters) 
from the desk. All interviews were conducted by the Vocational Rehabilita­
tion Specialist of the Counseling Psychology section of the medical center. 
This specialist regularly interviews patients who are candidates for job 
placement services. As the simulation job interviewer, this specialist 
was aware of the general purpose of this investigation but was unaware of 
the treatment condition to which the subject has been assigned. 
This interviewer was trained to exhibit a uniform manner with all sub­
jects. As the subject entered the room, the interviewer stood up, intro­
duced himself by name, and extended his hand in greeting. After inviting 
the subject to be seated, the interviewer asked the following questions 
adapted from Grothe (1975, p. 51): 
1. How are you today? 
2. Tell me a little about yourself. 
3. What position would you like to apply for? (Each subject 
responded with a "position" with which that particular sub­
ject was familiar.) 
4. What training or experience do you have that qualifies you 
for this position? 
5. Why do you think we should hire you for this position rather 
than somebody else? 
6. I have been asking you a lot of questions. Do you have any 
questions you would like to ask me? 
7. We are in the process of interviewing a number of applicants 
for this position. I should be arriving at a decision in two 
or three days. 
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8. I have enjoyed talking with you. Thanks for coining in. 
Following the baseline interview, each subject was administered one of 
the five treatment conditions. 
Videotape modeling. In the condition of videotape modeling, the sub­
ject viewed the scene from the videotape entitled How to Win Jobs and 
Influence Employers (Multi-Resource Center, 1971). After viewing this 
videotape, the subject then answered the following exploratory questions: 
What did you like best about your behavior in the job interview which 
you had here? 
What did you like least about your behavior in that job interview? 
How would you like to improve your behavior in a job interview? 
The subject was then requested to wait five minutes after which time 
another simulated job interview would be administered. This time period 
was included in order to equalize the time period between the administra­
tion of the simulated job interview across all treatment conditions. (The 
longest time period for the treatment condition between interviews was in 
the two combined conditions of videotape modeling and videotape feedback.) 
In the videotape modeling condition, the subject then participated in 
another simulated, videotape job interview. This entire treatment sequence 
was then repeated two more times. 
Videotape feedback. In the condition of videotape feedback, the sub­
jects viewed their own job interview behavior on the videotape of their 
first simulated job interview. After viewing this videotape, the subject 
then answered the same exploratory questions as were detailed under the 
description of the videotape modeling condition. The subject was then 
requested to wait 10 minutes, after which time another simulated job 
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interview would be given. The rationale for this time period was the same 
as for that time period described in the videotape modeling condition. 
After the 10-minute period, the subject in the videotape feedback condition 
then participated in another simulated, videotaped job interview. This 
entire treatment sequence was then repeated two more times. 
Videotape modeling and videotape feedback. In the condition of video­
tape modeling followed by videotape feedback, the subjects viewed the scene 
from the modeling videotape and then immediately viewed the videotape of 
their own job-interview behavior from their first simulated job interview. 
After viewing that videotape, the subject then answered the exploratory 
questions. No waiting period was requested of the subject in this treat­
ment condition. Another simulated, videotaped job interview was then 
administered. This entire treatment sequence was repeated two more times. 
Videotape feedback and videotape modeling. In the condition of video­
tape feedback followed by videotape modeling, the subject received the same 
procedure as in the condition of videotape modeling followed by videotape 
feedback with the following exception: The treatments of modeling and 
feedback were reversed. The entire treatment sequence was administered 
three times to each subject in this condition. 
Expectancy-control group. In the expectancy-control condition, the 
subject participated in the baseline simulated, videotaped job interview. 
The subject then answered the exploratory questions as described above. 
The subject was then requested to wait 15 minutes before another simulated 
job interview. Again, this time period was inserted in order to equalize 
the time period between the simulated job interviews across all treatment 
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conditions. The subject then participated in another simulated, videotaped 
job interview. This treatment sequence was repeated two more times. 
Subject characteristic information. Following the final administra­
tion of a treatment, each subject was administered a form of the Quick Test 
of Tntelligence (Ammons & Ammons, 1962). The subject also responded to the 
following question: "How old are you?" This information was recorded on 
the Quick Test record sheet. 
Debriefing. Upon completion of the experimental procedure, the sub­
ject was then asked the following question: "How do you feel about what we 
have been doing here today?" The subject's feelings and other statements 
were then reflected and discussed nonjudgmentally. In order to provide 
information about possible demand characteristics (Ome, 1962), the subject 
was then asked: "What do you think was the purpose of this experiment?" 
The subject's response to this question was then discussed and recorded in 
summary fashion. The purpose of the investigation was then explained to 
the subject. The subject was informed of an address and phone number where 
the experimental results might be obtained at a later date. Any subject 
who wished to give an address where results might be mailed did so. 
Incentive. The subject was then administered the Kuder Occupational 
Interest Survey (Kuder, 1970). An appointment was made with the sub­
jects for an interpretation of their interest inventory results. 
Dependent Measures 
The dependent variable in this investigation was the ability to demon­
strate effective behavior in a simulated job interview. This dependent 
variable was measured by the following instruments: The Interview 
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Effectiveness Rating Scale (lERS) (after Grothe, 1975), the Job Interview 
Rating Scale (JIRS) (Barbee & Keil, 1973), and the Overall Interview Effec­
tiveness Scale (OIES) (Lovsin, Note 1). 
Interview Effectiveness Rating Scale. As developed by Grothe (1975), 
the lERS consisted of 21 statements describing the behavioral manifesta­
tions of a series of criterion levels of job-interview competence. For 
each statement, a rater would make a dichotomous decision as to whether or 
not the criterion level had been met, on the basis of viewing the subject's 
videotaped, simulated job interview. Of the 21 items, 16 relate to verbal 
behavior and five to nonverbal behavior of the subject. 
The content domain of the lERS was established through: (a) a series 
of interviews with personnel interviewers in several industrial and commer­
cial organizations (Adkins, 1972); (b) a review of research on effective 
and noneffective behavior of applicants in job interviews (Hakel & 
Dunnette, 1970; Johnson, Note 2); and (c) a review of a number of popular 
publications used to guide applicants in preparing for job interviews 
(Andrews, 1968; Dreese, 1971; Francis & Iftikhar, 1963; Goble, 1969; 
Hudson & Weaver, 1964; Irish, 1972; Koschnick, 1969; Mosenfelder, 1966; 
Richter, 1971; Turner, 1969; United States Department of Labor, 1970, 1971; 
Worthy, 1971). 
In addition to such content validity, the further validity of the lERS 
was established through the statistically significant results of Grothe's 
investigation (1975). In that investigation, the inter-rater reliability 
coefficient (Pearson Product-Moment) of the lERS was .97. 
Lovsin (Note 1) modified the lERS in accord with psychometric theory 
(Nunnally, 1978) in an attempt to insure the high reliability of the lERS. 
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This modification involved changing the behavioral rating from a dichoto-
mous decision to a criterion-referenced judgment made on a six-point scale. 
In that investigation (Lovsin, Note 1), statistically significant results 
were found, and the inter-rater reliability coefficient (Pearson Product-
Moment) was .83. 
Despite the difference in the inter-rater reliability coefficients for 
the lERS between the investigations of Grothe (1975) and Lovsin (Note 1), 
it was decided to use the modified form of the lERS in this present inves­
tigation. This is because psychometric theory (Nunnally, 1978) indicates 
that increasing the number of responses per item in the lERS from a dichot-
omous decision to a six-point rating scale should ^  the long run improve 
the reliability of the lERS. 
This modified form of the lERS was used in this present investigation 
here reported. A copy of this instrument appears in Appendix A. 
Job Interview Rating Scale. Part I of the Job Interview Rating Scale 
(JIRS) developed by Barbee and Keil (1973) was used in this investigation. 
Part I included 10 items based on behavioral manifestations of job-
interview competence. The items were obtained from ratings given by poten­
tial employers on the importance of a large number of dimensions that they 
might use when interviewing and evaluating applicants. Each item is in the 
format of a seven-point scale for rating by a trained judge. In addition 
to the content validity from the interview with the "potential employer," 
further validity of the JIRS was established through the statistically sig­
nificant results of the investigation by Barbee and Keil (1973). A copy of 
Part I of the JIRS appears in Appendix B. 
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Overall Interview Effectiveness Scale. As developed by Lovsin (Note 
1), the OIES is a single-item scale on which a judge rates the effective­
ness of a subject's overall job interview behavior on a 20-point scale from 
(1) "very ineffective" to (20) "very effective." In the investigation by 
Lovsin (Note 1), the inter-rater reliability (Pearson Product-Moment) was 
.70, and the inter-test correlation (Pearson Product-Moment) between the 
lERS and OIES was .89. 
With such a high correlation between the lERS and the OIES, these 
measures cannot be used for the purpose of the independent confirmation of 
the results. However, to the extent that the variance of either of these 
measures is not completely predicted by the other measure, the use of both 
measures in this investigation can make some contribution to the measure­
ment of the results. This contribution may be particularly important in 
those cases where an experimental effect is of borderline significance 
only; in which case, such an effect might be significant on one measure but 
not on the other. Such results provide information in determining which 
effects are borderline and which effects are soundly demonstrated across 
all dependent measures. 
Judges 
In this investigation, the ratings on the three dependent measures 
were made by two white, male. Registered Counseling Psychologists employed 
on the staff of the Counseling Psychology Section of the Psychology Service 
of the Veterans Administration Medical Center. These Counseling Psycholo­
gists regularly counsel veterans for vocational development and job place­
ment. As such, they are very familiar with behavior which is considered 
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appropriate for a job interview. These judges were trained in the use of 
all of the dependent measures. They then independently rated the effec­
tiveness of each subject's behavior in each of the videotaped, simulated 
job interviews. These judges were aware of the general purpose of this 
investigation but were unaware of the experimental condition to which a 
subject had been assigned, and of the particular number of times a subject 
had received a treatment. 
Statistical Analysis 
The scores from each of the dependent measures were analyzed in a 
5x2x2x3x2 split-split plot analysis of covariance. The three 
between factors were the five treatment levels, the two classes of race, 
and the two classes of sex. The two within factors were the three adminis­
trations of the treatments and the two judges. The first baseline simu­
lated job interview served as a covariate in the analysis of covariance. 
In addition, the measure of verbal intelligence and the subject's age also 
were intended to serve as covariates in this analysis. All hypotheses were 
investigated by this analysis. 
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Results 
Data Analysis 
Analysis of the data was computed using as covariates the baseline 
measures of each of the three dependent measures: lERS, JIRS and OIES. 
The results of these analyses are summarized in Tables 1, 2 and 3. 
The results of these analyses indicate that there was a significant 
treatment effect for all of the dependent measures. The effect of Race 
appears to have been significant for the data of the lERS and the data of 
the OIES. This suggests that for at least those two measures, the inclu­
sion of race as a factor in the analysis was helpful in removing excess 
variance from the error term. The factor of Sex did not show significant 
results for any of the dependent measures. However, there was a signifi­
cant interaction between Treatment, Race and Sex for the data of the lERS 
and the JIRS. This is an interesting interaction which will be discussed 
later. 
The factor of Administration appears to have reached statistical sig­
nificance for the data of the lERS and for the data of the JIRS. For those 
same two dependent measures, there also seems to have been a significant 
interaction between Race, Sex and Administration. The Judge factor appears 
to have been highly significant for all three of the dependent measures. 
There seems to have been a significant interaction between the factors of 
Race and Judge for the data of the lERS and the data of the JIRS. There 
also seems to have been a significant interaction between the Sex and Judge 
factors for all of the dependent measures, and there is a somewhat disturb­
ing interaction for the factors of Treatment, Race, Sex and Judge for the 
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Table 1 
Preliminary Analysis of Covariance for the lERS Data 
Source M MS F 
Treatment (T) 4 912.96 8.32** 
Race (R) 1 625.97 5.70* 
Sex (S) 1 82.01 .75 
T X R 4 173.78 1.58 
T X S 4 280.49 2.56 
R X S 1 51.84 .47 
T X R X S 4 403.59 3.68* 
Subject (P)/TRSX^ (Error^) 44 109.73 
Administration (A) 2 403.02 8.92*** 
Treatment (T) x A 8 52.58 1.16 
Race (R) x A 2 4.30 .10 
Sex (S) x A 2 44.74 .99 
T X R X A 8 44.14 .98 
T X S X A 8 36.08 .80 
R X S X A 2 374.85 8.30*** 
T X R X S X A 8 33.67 .75 
PA/TRS (Error ) 
Judge (J) * 
90 45.18 
1 6596.96 94.16**** 
Treatment (T) x J 4 102.29 1.46 
Race (R) X J 1 373.67 5.33* 
Sex (S) X J 1 914.34 13.05*** 
T X R X J 4 50.23 .72 
T X S X J 4 48.62 .69 
R X S X J 1 119.28 1.70 
T X R X S X J 4 150.02 2.14 
PJ/TRS (Error ) 
Administration (A) x Judge (J) 
45 70.06 
2 73.03 4.81* 
Treatment (T) x A x J 8 21.34 1.41 
Race (R) x A x J 2 7.84 .52 
Sex (S) X A x J 2 1.91 .13 
T X R X A X J 8 10.93 .72 
T X S X A X J 8 14.04 .93 
R X S X A X J 2 18.47 1.22 
T x R x S x A x J  8 7.91 .52 
PAJ/TRS (Error ) 
w 
90 15.17 
^Baseline covariate. 
*£ .05. 
**£ .01. 
***2 .005. 
****£ .001. 
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Table 2 
Preliminary Analysis of Covariance for the JIRS Data 
Source M. m F 
Treatment (T) 4 1616.64 2.94* 
Race (R) 1 2032.38 3.69 
Sex (S) 1 54.91 .10 
T X R 4 843.62 1.53 
T X S 4 321.81 .58 
R X S 1 1.27 .00 
T X R X S 4 1818.85 3.30* 
Subject (P)/TRSX^ (Error^) 44 550.71 
Administration (A) 2 1044.09 5.47** 
Treatment (T) x A 8 115.38 .60 
Race (R) X A 2 39.16 .21 
Sex (S) X A 2 217.57 1.14 
T X R X A 8 123.49 .65 
T X S X A 8 246.89 1.29 
R X S X A 2 686.77 3.60* 
T X R X S X A 8 52.43 .27 
PA/TRS (Error ) 90 190.79 
Judge (J) " 1 31662.04 99.65*** 
Treatment (T) x J 4 380.06 1.20 
Race (R) x J 1 1343.44 4.23* 
Sex (S) X J 1 1428.95 4.50* 
T X R X J 4 65.13 .20 
T X S X J 4 101.78 .32 
R X S X J 1 213.59 .67 
T X R X S X J 4 1339.30 4.22** 
PJ/TRS (Error ) 
Administration (A) x Judge (J) 
45 317.73 
2 181.82 2.26 
Treatment (T) x A x J 8 83.22 1.03 
Race (R) x A x J 2 89.76 1.12 
Sex (S) x A X J 2 60.34 .75 
T X R X A X J 8 16.54 .21 
T X S X A X J 8 47.36 .59 
R X S X A X J 2 36.26 .45 
T x R x S x A x J  8 135.87 1.69 
PAJ/TRS (Error ) 90 80.42 
^Baseline covariate. 
*£ .05. 
**£ .01. 
***2 .001. 
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Table 3 
Preliminary Analysis of Covariance for the OIES Data 
Source ÊL MG F 
Treatment (T) 4 22861.16 4.31** 
Race (R) 1 23263.79 4.38* 
Sex (S) 1 3117.19 .59 
T X R 4 2882.57 .54 
T X S 4 1848.41 .35 
R X S 1 14.40 .00 
T X R X S 4 9764.01 1.84 
Subject (P)/TRSX^ (Error ) 44 5308.77 
Administration (A) 2 1443.15 1.22 
Treatment (T) x A 8 1896.55 1.60 
Race (R) x A 2 791.14 .67 
Sex (S) X A 2 3154.13 2.66 
T X R x A 8 938.53 .79 
T X S X A 8 1397.81 1.18 
R X S X A 2 2682.58 2.26 
T X R X S X A 8 680.23 .57 
PA/TRS (Error ) 90 1184.84 
Judge (J) ^ 1 212380.00 247.82**** 
Treatment (T) x J 4 917.85 1.07 
Race (R) x J 1 1362.98 1.59 
Sex (S) x J 1 14354.80 16.75*** 
T X R X J 4 570.72 .67 
T X S X J 4 460.98 .54 
R X S X J 1 1192.19 1.39 
T X R X S X J 4 3757.26 4.38** 
PJ/TRS (Error ) 
Administration (A) x Judge (J) 
45 856.98 
2 438.32 .61 
Treatment (T) x A x J 8 281.01 .40 
Race (R) x A x J 2 702.82 1.00 
Sex (S) X A X J 2 27.57 .04 
T X R X A X J 8 380.53 .54 
T X S X A X J 8 818.31 1.16 
R X S X A X J 2 526.86 .75 
T x R x S x A x J  8 402.65 .57 
PAJ/TRS (Error ) 90 704.49 
w 
^Baseline covariate. 
*2 .05. 
**£ .01. 
***£ .005. 
****£ .001. 
58 
data of the JIRS and the OIES (see Figures 1 through 6). (The implications 
of this interaction will be discussed in the following paragraph.) Also, 
for the data of the lERS the analysis indicated statistical significance 
for the interaction between Administration and Judge (see Figures 7, 8 and 
9). 
While there was no significant interaction between Treatment and 
Judge, the interaction between Treatment, Race, Sex and Judge, and the 
interaction between Administration and Judge, raised the possibility of 
the nonadditivity of some of these factors in the statistical model. Addi-
tivity is, of course, an assumption of this statistical model for the 
split-split-plot factorial which must be met for proper statistical analy­
sis (Kirk, 1968; Winer, 1971). An examination of data drawn from the 
covariance matrix of the experimental data further suggests the possibility 
of nonadditivity between the judges. (The data from the covariance matrix 
appear in Table 4.) 
The most salient piece of evidence in favor of nonadditivity between 
the judges is the difference in the sizes of the variances between the 
judges for all three of the dependent measures. For example, for the first 
dependent measure, the variances for the first, second and third adminis­
trations of the treatment as viewed by Judge 1 were 58.52, 65.93 and 57.30, 
respectively. But for Judge 2, those same variances were 125.22, 110.25 
and 103.84, respectively. This same pattern of the variances being larger 
for Judge 2 than for Judge 1 appeared for all three of the dependent meas­
ures. The statistical model for the split-split-plot analysis of covari­
ance demands that the variances for the judges be nearly equal (Kirk, 1968; 
Winer, 1971). For all three of the dependent measures, the variances for 
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Table 4 
Standard Deviations and Correlations Among the Covariates and Dependent 
Variables Adjusted for Race, Sex and Treatment Differences 
112 113 114 121 122 123 124 211 212 213 214 221 222 223 224 
111 60 52 32 73 62 62 54 75 70 45 36 72 65 63 59 
112 54 53 43 65 50 46 49 79 40 42 40 54 55 47 
113 57 45 52 68 54 30 60 78 54 36 55 56 53 
114 44 39 45 63 20 41 63 81 46 31 47 57 
121 64 55 67 57 48 50 45 92 65 56 69 
122 69 76 49 65 51 44 64 87 68 69 
123 72 38 52 62 47 50 67 86 64 
124 41 45 61 67 70 72 72 89 
211 55 24 23 60 48 46 41 
212 54 40 45 70 57 53 
213 70 50 58 66 64 
214 50 43 49 72 
221 68 57 75 
222 70 76 
223 72 
224 
311 
312 
313 
314 
321 
322 
323 
324 
IQ 
Age 
Dependent measure. 
'judge. 
Administration (including baseline). 
F value expressing Sex, Race and Treatment Differences. 
311 
66 
43 
29 
14 
54 
54 
38 
48 
78 
48 
24 
16 
59 
59 
55 
53 
69 
312 313 314 321 322 323 324 IQ Age SD 
61 53 40 72 60 63 51 32 -14 8.45 2.08 
75 34 43 41 52 54 40 25 -16 7.65 2.29 
56 66 52 43 49 57 47 19 00 8.12 2.18 
41 41 74 43 29 36 61 07 -15 7.57 1.74 
50 57 44 91 59 51 62 26 -21 10.95 2.08 
71 61 44 69 84 67 66 44 -04 11.19 2.83 
55 60 53 60 66 85 64 27 -02 10.50 2.85 
53 66 68 72 64 69 90 24 -18 10.19 3.12 
43 32 25 56 49 45 31 33 00 16.00 2.93 
90 44 47 48 63 56 46 35 -02 17.53 1.94 
57 77 64 49 53 59 63 19 09 12.91 2.95 
46 58 78 48 39 41 73 22 -12 12.48 1.89 
52 57 48 93 62 54 69 26 -16 24.07 1.88 
78 64 44 75 94 71 71 46 02 25.44 1.79 
63 58 61 66 70 95 72 22 05 21.32 2.22 
62 69 72 75 67 71 95 28 -17 25.56 2.02 
46 32 22 61 56 55 43 35 01 47.78 2.35 
53 51 54 71 65 57 44 -01 45.15 1.76 
48 53 59 61 66 31 17 46.43 2.29 
50 44 56 74 16 —08 43.75 2.36 
71 62 69 25 -09 55.16 2.18 
70 65 45 12 45.91 2.04 
69 31 02 49.49 2.48 
23 -16 55.84 2.31 
12 10.19 3.86 
5.79 .98 
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Judge 2 seem to be larger than those for Judge 1 which does not meet this 
necessary assumption. 
Another suggestion of the nonadditivity between the judges is in the 
difference in the correlations of the IQ covariate with the data of the 
dependent measures. For example, the correlation between the IQ covariate 
and the baseline measure covariate for Judge 1 for all three dependent 
measures are .32, .33 and .35, respectively. Those same correlations for 
Judge 2, however, are .26, .26 and .25, respectively. This suggests that 
the IQ covariate is judged differently by the two judges in all of the 
analyses. Another indication of the nonadditivity between the judges is in 
the correlations between the number of times of administration of the 
treatment by judges. For example, for the data of the JIRS, the correla­
tions between the number of times of administration are .54, .40 and .70 
for Judge 1. But these same correlations for Judge 2 are .70, .76 and .72. 
This same pattern of the correlations between levels of administration 
being higher for Judge 2 than for Judge 1 appears in the data for all three 
of the dependent measures as can be seen from the matrix in Table 4. 
Combined with the interaction between Treatment, Race, Sex and Judge 
and with the interaction between Administration and Judge, the data in 
Table 4 suggest strongly that the effects of Judge 1 and Judge 2 are non-
additive and that the statistical model designed for this experiment is 
inadequate for the proper analysis of the data. 
Parenthetically, it is not possible to simply weight the judgments of 
Judge 2 at a higher value than those of Judge 1 and then do the analysis 
according to the original model. This is because the overall 2 ratios for 
the different levels of administration by judge appear very similar, as can 
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be seen from the data in Table 4. While the variances for Judge 2 at times 
approach the level of being twice as large as those of Judge 1, that is 
simply not true of the 2 ratios. The ratios tend to be of the same mag­
nitude as determined by both Judge 1 and Judge 2 for all three of the 
dependent measures. For example, for the JIRS data, the ratios for lev­
els of Administration for Judge 1 are 1.94, 2.95 and 1.89. For Judge 2 the 
same F^ ratios are 1.79, 2.22 and 2.02. The F^ ratios for Judge 2 are 
nowhere near twice as large as those for Judge 1. Thus, it is not possible 
to simply weight the judgments of Judge 2 relative to those of Judge 1 and 
use the original model of analysis. Rather it is necessary to do separate 
analyses for the judges. 
Separate Analyses 
For these separate analyses, the covariate of IQ was included along 
with the covariate of the baseline measure. This decision to include the 
IQ data as a covariate was made on the basis of two pieces of evidence. 
First, in the data derived from the covariance matrix presented in Table 4, 
the correlations of the IQ measure with the data appear to approach statis­
tical significance. Secondly, the partial correlation of the first level 
of treatment administration with IQ when the baseline measure is used as a 
covariate is equal to .40. Also, the partial correlation of the second 
level of administration of the treatment with IQ when the baseline measure 
is the covariate is equal to .09. While these partial correlations are not 
large, they are in a positive direction and sufficiently high to argue for 
the inclusion of IQ as a covariate. This is because the inclusion of IQ as 
a covariate only results in the loss of one degree of freedom in the 
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analysis. With such a minor loss of one degree of freedom, the partial 
correlations of .40 and .09 are sufficiently high to go ahead and include 
the IQ as a covariate. The measure of age, however, was not included as a 
covariate. This was because an examination of the correlations of the age 
measure with the data in Table 4 indicate that for the most part, these 
correlations do not approach significance. 
Proceeding beyond the decisions regarding the covariates, the separate 
analyses of the data for Judge 1 and Judge 2 were conducted. The results 
of these analyses for the lERS, JIRS, and OIES data appear in Tables 5 
through 10. 
With the exception of the 2 ratio of Judge 1 for the JIRS data, all of 
the 2 ratios for the Treatment effect are significant. As with the results 
of the first analysis, the factor of Sex does not appear significant for 
either of the judges for any of the dependent measures. However, unlike 
the results of the first analysis, the factor of Race is not significant 
for either of the judges for any of the three dependent measures. This 
seems to have two implications. First, the effects of the judges may have 
been somewhat additive with regard to the factor of Race in that in the 
preliminary, additive analysis. Race was found to be a significant factor 
for two of the dependent measures. A second implication is that perhaps 
neither race nor sex are important variables for use as covariates in 
research of this type. This question will be addressed in a later section. 
The factor of Administration appears significant for Judge 1 for the 
lERS data and for the JIRS data. While this result is consistent with a 
similar significant effect for Administration in the first analysis. Admin­
istration is not significant for Judge 2 in the separate analyses. This 
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Table 5 
Analysis of Covariance for the lERS Data for Judge 1 
Source M IK F 
Treatment (T) 4 310.27 3.43* 
Race (R) 1 135.38 1.49 
Sex (S) 1 1.31 .01 
T X R 48.20 .53 
T X S 4 71.55 .79 
R X S 1 20.80 .23 
T X R X S 201.23 2.22 
Baseline covariate (X) 1 1692.03 18.68*** 
Intelligence covariate (I) 1 3.22 .04 
Subject (P)/TRSXI (Error ) 43 90.58 
Administration (A) 2 406.50 14.47*** 
T X A 8 46.59 1.66 
R X A 2 11.88 .42 
T X R X A 8 20.40 .73 
S X A 2 23.49 .84 
T X S X A 8 24.18 .86 
R X S X A 2 114.54 4.08** 
T X R X S X A 8 12.81 .46 
PA/TRS (Error ) 
w 
90 28.10 
*2 .05. 
**2 .025. 
***£ .005. 
seems to be a clear manifestation of the interaction between the factors of 
Administration and Judge. 
There is also a clear manifestation of the interaction between Treat­
ment, Race, Sex and Judge. This interaction occurs for Judge 1 but not 
Judge 2. This throws the soundness of the Treatment by Race by Sex interac­
tion into interpretative question, which will be discussed later. 
However, the Race by Sex by Administration interaction (illustrated in 
Figures 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15) appears to be somewhat more sound. This 
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Table 6 
Analysis of Covariance for the lERS Data for Judge 2 
Source m F 
Treatment (T) 4 767.33 5.26** 
Race (R) 1 81.50 .56 
Sex (S) I 277.43 1.90 
T X R 4 176.25 1.21 
T X S 4 165.63 1.14 
R X S 1 .19 .00 
T X R X S 4 442.20 3.03* 
Baseline covariate (X) 1 4954.75 33.30*** 
Intelligence covariate (I) 1 413.90 2.84 
Subject (P)/TRSXI (Error ) 43 145.77 
Administration (A) 2 69.56 2.16 
T X A 8 27.34 .85 
R X A 2 .26 .01 
T X R X A 8 34.67 1.08 
S X A 2 23.17 .72 
T X S X A 8 25.94 .80 
R X S X A 2 278.79 8.65*** 
T X R X S X A 8 28.77 .89 
PA/TRS (Error ) 
w 
90 32.24 
*2 .05. 
**£ .01. 
***£ .005. 
interaction was significant in the first analysis for the data of the lERS 
and of the JIRS. In the separate analyses, both judges see this Race by 
Sex by Administration interaction as significant for the first dependent 
measure. However, neither judge sees this interaction as significant for 
the data of the JIRS in the separate analyses. And only Judge 2 sees this 
interaction as significant for the data of the OIES. Thus, the data of the 
lERS lend some soundness to the speculation that the Race by Sex by Admin­
istration interaction is significant. However, this result is not well 
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Table 7 
Analysis of Covariance for the JIRS Data for Judge 1 
Source àL F 
Treatment (T) 4 532.90 1.51 
Race (R) 1 402.69 1.14 
Sex (S) 1 .02 .00 
T X R 4 105.09 .30 
T x S 4 117.67 .33 
R X S 1 38.43 .11 
T X R X S 4 672.69 1.91 
Basline covariate (X) 1 2432.31 6.89* 
Intelligence covariate (I) 1 646.69 1.83 
Subject (P)/TRSXI (Error ) 43 353.08 
Administration (A) 2 974.31 9.36** 
T X A 8 158.59 1.52 
R X A 2 74.96 .72 
T X R X A 8 62.40 .60 
S X A 2 67.78 .65 
T X S X A 8 180.66 1.74 
R X S X A 2 220.97 2.12 
T X R X S X A 8 114.11 1.10 
PA/TRS (Error ) 
w 
90 104.11 
*£ .05. 
**2 .01. 
confirmed by the data either of the JIRS or of the OIES. In general, like 
the Treatment by Race by Sex interaction, the Race by Sex by Administration 
interaction seems somewhat spurious. 
It is perhaps best not to become too bogged down in the discussion of 
the interactions involving the factors of Race and Sex; the factors of Race 
and Sex were merely used as covariates in this analysis. This investiga­
tion proper was intended to examine hypotheses relevant to Treatment 
effects and Administration effects. Neither in the first, additive analy­
sis nor in the separate analyses does Treatment interact with 
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Table 8 
Analysis of Covariance for the JIRS Data for Judge 2 
Source âî. m F 
Treatment (T) 4 1795.09 2.84* 
Race (R) 1 2.78 .00 
Sex (S) 1 12.89 .02 
T X R 4 1471.65 2.33 
T X S 4 424.74 .67 
R X S 1 11.91 .02 
T X R X S 4 2159.22 3.42* 
Baseline covariate (X) 1 29879.16 47.27** 
Intelligence covariate 1 2018.24 3.19 
Subject (P)/TRSXI (Error^) 43 632.11 
Administration (A) 2 251.60 1.51 
T X A 8 40.01 .24 
R X A 2 53.97 .32 
T X R X A 8 77.64 .46 
S X A 2 210.12 1.26 
T X S X A 8 113.59 .68 
R X S X A 2 502.06 3.01 
T X R X S X A 8 74.19 .44 
PA/TRS (Error ) 
w 
90 166.97 
*£ .05. 
**£ .005. 
Administration. For that matter. Treatment is nowhere found to interact 
with Race or with Sex. And, perhaps most importantly. Treatment did not 
interact with Judge in the first analysis, and Treatment shows almost no 
tendency overall to interact with Judge in the separate analyses. Thus, 
the examination of the Treatment effect can take place through the data of 
the first analysis or the data of the separate analyses. The results for 
the Treatment effects are here presented according to the data of the sepa­
rate analyses; that is, for each of the judges separately. Tables 5 
through 10 indicated the significance of the Treatment effect as a factor 
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Table 9 
Analysis of Covariance for the OIES Data for Judge 1 
Source M MS F 
Treatment (T) 4 12538.18 3.70* 
Race (R) 1 2596.50 .77 
Sex (S) 1 147.95 .04 
T X R 4 2487.10 .73 
T X S 4 1201.45 .35 
R X S 1 1398.40 .41 
T X R X S 4 6237.41 1.84 
Baseline covariate (X) 1 16857.32 4.97* 
Intelligence covariate (I) 1 11390.27 3.36 
Subject (P)/TRSXI (Error^) 43 3389.47 
Administration (A) 2 351.06 .34 
T X A 8 1090.43 1.06 
R X A 2 504.44 .49 
T X R X A 8 571.99 .56 
S X A 2 1883.14 1.84 
T X S X A 8 1503.22 1.47 
R X S X A 2 469.25 .46 
T X R X S X A 8 830.18 .81 
PA/TRS (Error ) 
w 
90 1024.64 
*£ .05. 
in the experiment. Table 11 contains the adjusted treatment means by judge 
across levels of administration, and these means are illustrated in Fig­
ures 16, 17 and 18. 
In all cases, the treatment combining the viewing of the models fol­
lowed by the videotape feedback of the subject's own job interview behavior 
has the highest mean value. (Post hoc statistical comparisons were not 
made between any of the adjusted means. This procedure did not seem neces­
sary for the purposes of the investigation, and this decision will be 
further discussed later.) 
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Table 10 
Analysis of Covariance for the OIES Data for Judge 2 
Source ÛL MS F 
Treatment (T) 4 8993.68 3.62* 
Race (R) 1 17.06 .01 
Sex (S) 1 3867.52 1.55 
T X R 4 4691.29 1.89 
T X S 4 397.77 .16 
R X S 1 1111.94 .45 
T X R X S 4 7465.80 3.00* 
Baseline covariate (X) 1 131249.13 52.76** 
Intelligence covariate (I) 1 9150.79 3.68 
Subject (P)/TRSXI (Error^) 43 2487.65 
Administration (A) 2 1520.40 1.76 
T X A 8 1087.14 1.26 
R X A 2 989.52 1.14 
T X R X A 8 747.06 .86 
S X A 2 1298.57 1.50 
T X S X A 8 712.90 .82 
R X S X A 2 2740.19 3.17* 
T X R X S X A 8 258.70 .30 
PA/TRS (Error ) 
w 
90 864.58 
*2 .05. 
**p .005. 
The results for Administration are rather clear and in accord with the 
significant interaction between Administration and Judge found in the first 
analysis for the data of the lERS. In the separate analyses by Judge, 
Administration was viewed as a significant factor by Judge 1 for the data 
both of the lERS and of the JIRS. However, Judge 2 did not rate Adminis­
tration as having such significance, and neither judge rated Administration 
as a significant factor for the data of the OIES. Thus, Administration 
does not emerge as a clearly significant factor in these results. 
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Figure 13. Administration means for JIRS for Judge 2 by race and sex 
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Figure 14. Administration means for OIES for Judge 1 by race and sex 
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Figure 15. Administration means for DIES for Judge 2 by race and sex 
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Table 11 
Adjusted Treatment Means by Judge 
M & F & C® 
lERS data 
ji 1 104.77 99.36 105.70 102.02 
J 2 96.80 90.26 97.93 96.72 
JIRS data 
J 1 244.42 236.76 243.65 240.23 
J 2 227.20 216.50 227.40 226.18 
OIES data 
99.75 
87.99 
235.82 
212.69 
J 1 283.62 249.26 286.84 260.96 249.60 
J 2 227.02 203.54 234.26 229.33 201.30 
^Treatment of modeling 
^Treatment of feedback 
c 
Treatment of modeling 
^Treatment of feedback 
0 
Control condition. 
^Judge. 
alone. 
alone. 
followed by feedback, 
followed by modeling. 
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Discussion 
Research Hypotheses 
Intervention hypotheses. The results of the first analysis which are 
summarized in Tables 1, 2 and 3 support the existence of significant Treat­
ment effects. The results of the separate analyses by judge also support 
the existence of significant Treatment effects for all dependent measures 
across both judges with the exception of the JIRS data for Judge 1. 
An examination of Table 11 and Figures 16, 17 and 18 indicates that 
the conditions of modeling, modeling followed by feedback, and feedback 
followed by modeling were the better of the five conditions for both judges 
across all three dependent measures. On the other hand, the conditions of 
feedback and the expectancy control group were the two worse groups for 
both judges across all three dependent measures. With the exception of 
the JIRS data for Judge 1, the condition of modeling followed by feedback 
produced the highest level of performance as judged by both judges across 
all three dependent measures. 
These findings lend support to Hypothesis I stating that subjects 
exposed to videotape modeling of effective versus ineffective job interview 
behavior differ from subjects not exposed to such modeling with respect to 
their ability to demonstrate effective behavior in a simulated job inter­
view. These findings do not support Hypothesis II stating that subjects 
exposed to videotape feedback of their own job interview behavior differ 
from subjects not exposed to such self-monitoring. However, the social 
learning theory of Bandura (1977) by which this investigation was guided 
would not necessarily have predicted that self-monitoring alone could 
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improve a subject's performance in the job interview situation. Rather, 
Bandura's social learning theory would predict that subjects must be able 
to compare their own job interview behavior to a standard of job interview 
behavior in order for the self-monitoring function to have an effect upon 
their levels of performance. Thus, the negative finding with respect to 
the feedback condition is, in a sense, supportive of the prediction gener­
ated by Bandura's social learning theory; albeit, this support is evidenced 
in a negative fashion only. 
The findings of this investigation lend support to Hypothesis III 
stating that subjects exposed to both videotape modeling of effective ver­
sus ineffective job interview behavior and also to videotape feedback of 
their own job interview behavior differ from subjects not exposed to such 
treatment with respect to the ability to demonstrate effective behavior in 
a simulated job interview. It appears from the data presented in Table II 
and Figures 16, 17 and 18 that the modeling followed by feedback condition 
may be superior to the condition of feedback followed by modeling. It is 
less clear whether the modeling followed by feedback condition differs from 
the modeling condition alone and also whether the feedback followed by 
modeling condition differs from the modeling condition alone. The differ­
ence between the modeling followed by feedback condition and the feedback 
followed by modeling condition is also not necessarily significant accord­
ing to the data presented in Table 11 and Figures 16, 17 and 18. 
For the purposes of making use of the data derived from an applied 
investigation of this sort, it does not appear necessary to calculate sta­
tistical comparisons between these means. Knowing the probability of the 
significance of a difference between two of the means in this investigation 
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does not add more knowledge than can be gained from visual inspection of 
the data in Table 11 and Figures 16, 17 and 18. This is because the sta­
tistical probability of any differences between the means becomes important 
only when it can be included in a linear programming equation designed to 
optimize the allocation of treatment resources (Sposito, 1975). 
In order to properly allocate treatment resources, it would be neces­
sary to estimate the types of operations involved, the types of con­
straints, the quantitative costs, the quantitative benefits, and the risks 
involved (Sposito, 1975). In this investigation, while it may be possible 
to define the operations, constraints, and risks, no quantitative estimate 
has been taken regarding the costs and benefits of the treatments. There­
fore, it is not possible to allocate resources from this investigation by 
means of statistical linear programming. Therefore, it is not necessary to 
calculate the probability of the significance of a difference between group 
means, such as a difference between the mean of the modeling group and the 
mean of the modeling followed by feedback group. Rather, in allocating 
resources according to the findings of this investigation, it would be suf­
ficient to assign subjects for treatment to that type of treatment which 
most consistently produced the highest score relative to the control group 
and to the other treatments. In the case of this investigation, that 
treatment which most consistently produced the highest scores was the 
treatment of modeling followed by feedback. 
Theoretically, this method of treatment presentation would be correct. 
According to the social learning theory of Bandura (1977), the modeling 
followed by feedback treatment would provide subjects with an opportunity 
to incorporate a standard of behavior and to compare their own behavior 
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with that standard which they had incorporated. Thus, both the social 
learning theory and the results of this investigation indicate that the 
modeling followed by feedback condition should be the most effective treat­
ment procedure for improving job interview behavior. 
Administration hypothesis. The data from the first analysis presented 
in Table 1 indicate that the number of administrations of the treatment was 
a significant factor as measured by the lERS and by the JIRS. However, 
that same analysis also indicated that there was a significant interaction 
between Administration and Judge for the data of the lERS, and previous 
discussion of the data in the covariance matrix in Table 4 indicated the 
necessity of considering the results of the investigation separately by 
judges. In the separate analyses, as summarized in Tables 5 through 10, 
Administration was seen to be a significant factor only for Judge 1 and 
then only for two of the dependent measures, the lERS and the JIRS. Thus, 
the significance of Administration is less certain than is the significance 
of Treatment. Therefore, the Hypothesis IV stating that repeated adminis­
trations of the treatments improve the ability of subjects to demonstrate 
effective behavior in a simulated job interview is not well-supported by 
the findings of this investigation. However, since some of the data do 
indicate a tendency for the number of times of administrations of the 
treatments to be a factor of significance, the inclusion of the factor of 
Administration in future research still seems warranted. Part of the prob­
lem in determining the significance of Administration in this present 
investigation is probably related to the significant interaction between 
Administration and Judge. Better control of the Judge factor may improve 
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the ability of this experimental procedure to investigate the factor of 
Administration. 
Subject Characteristic Interactions 
Treatment by Race by Sex interaction. The data of the first analysis 
summarized in Tables 1, 2 and 3 seem to lend some support for the idea of a 
Treatment by Race by Sex interaction for the data of the lERS and that of 
the JIRS. However, that same analysis indicated a significant interaction 
between Treatment, Race, Sex and Judge for the data of the JIRS and that of 
the OIES. This Treatment by Race by Sex by Judge interaction was one of 
the principal pieces of evidence necessitating the separate analyses which 
are summarized in Tables 5 through 10. In those separate analyses, it was 
found that the interaction of Treatment by Race by Sex occurred in the data 
of all three dependent measures but only in the judgment of Judge 2. It 
cannot, therefore, be determined from this investigation whether this 
interaction of Treatment by Race by Sex is present. One possible explana­
tion for the confounding of the Treatment by Race by Sex interaction was 
the Judge factor and may lie in the judges' different ratings of the data 
related to Race and Sex. These data are summarized in Table 12 which shows 
the means by Race and by Judge and by Sex and Judge for all three dependent 
measures. These data are also summarized in Figures 19, 20 and 21, each of 
which show the means by Race and Judge and by Sex and Judge for one depen­
dent measure. 
The data summarized in Table 12 and in Figures 19, 20 and 21 seem to 
indicate that Judge 1 tended to view the level of performance of whites 
higher than that of blacks while Judge 2 did not see such a difference. 
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Table 12 
Means by Race and Judge and by Sex and Judge 
Black White Female Male 
lERS data 
Judge 1 101.06 103.58 102.23 102.40 
Judge 2 92.97 94.96 95.25 92.64 
J1RS data 
Judge 1 237.99 242.36 240.17 240.18 
Judge 2 221.82 222.17 222.27 221.72 
OIES data 
Judge 1 260.56 271.55 266.94 265.17 
Judge 2 218.64 219.54 223.85 214.33 
The data also seem to indicate that Judge 2 tended to view the performance 
of females higher than that of males while Judge 1 did not see this differ­
ence. It is possible that these differences in the ways in which the 
judges viewed the data by Race and by Sex may account for at least part of 
the interaction between Treatment, Race, Sex and Judge. 
A possible psychological explanation of this Treatment by Race by Sex 
by Judge interaction involves the reaction of one or both of the white, 
male judges to what they may have perceived as incongruous behavior on the 
part of black and/or female subjects. This is related to the fact that the 
videotape modeling treatment tended to encourage the subjects to be more 
outgoing and assertive. However, if a judge did not expect a black and/or 
female subject to be outgoing and assertive, that judge may have viewed 
such behavior as incongruous with his stereotype of the subject. The judge 
may then have rated the assertive black and/or female subject differently 
than he rated the assertive white and/or male subject. A similar 
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phenomenon of behavioral differences as a result of perceived incongruities 
is illustrated in the management training literature. For example, mana­
gers who have taken training which has encouraged them to be more open and 
democratic sometimes find their effectiveness decreased when their col­
leagues and subordinates are confused by observing democratic behavior in a 
formerly undemocratic manager (Aldrich, 1979). It is possible that the 
same general principle operated in the present investigation to increase 
the Treatment by Race by Sex by Judge interaction. Speculations regarding 
this interaction have implications for further research and for practice. 
These implications will be discussed in a later section. 
Race by Sex by Administration interaction. The data of the prelimi­
nary analysis summarized in Tables 1, 2 and 3 tended to support the finding 
of a significant interaction between Race, Sex and Administration for the 
data of the lERS and that of the JIRS. However, the data of the separate 
analyses do not provide clear-cut support for the significance of an inter­
action between Race, Sex and Administration. There is some indication of 
such significance for the data of the lERS, where the Race by Sex by Admin­
istration interaction is significant for both judges. However, this inter­
action is not at all significant for the data of the JIRS in the separate 
analyses and is significant only for Judge 2 for the data of the OIES. 
Therefore, as with the interaction of Treatment, Race and Sex, this inter­
action of Race by Sex by Administration does not receive clear support from 
the data of this investigation. Nevertheless, both the interactions of 
Treatment by Race by Sex and the interaction of Race by Sex by Administra­
tion do have implications both for further research and for practice. 
These implications will be discussed in the following sections. 
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Implications for Practice 
Choice of treatment. The finding of significant Treatment effects in 
almost all phases of the statistical analysis does indicate that some of 
the treatment conditions to which the subjects were exposed have promise as 
methods for improving the job interview behavior of clients. It appears 
that the treatment of modeling followed by feedback provides the most 
effective method of treatment. This same predominance of the modeling fol­
lowed by feedback condition was also evidenced in the pilot study (Lovsin, 
Note 1) for this investigation. Neither this investigation nor the pilot 
study has determined definitely whether the modeling followed by feedback 
condition is superior to the treatment of modeling alone or the treatment 
of feedback followed by modeling. However, as was indicated in the discus­
sion regarding the hypotheses, the decision as to which of the higher scor­
ing treatments is most effective usually can be addressed only in the con­
text of a quantitative cost/benefits analysis (Sposito, 1975). Therefore, 
in the absence of a quantitative analysis for the allocation of resources, 
the results of this investigation appear to support the treatment of model­
ing followed by feedback as the method of choice for improving the job 
interview behavior of clients. 
Number of treatment administrations. The effect of the number of 
times which the treatment was administered was less clear than the effect 
of the treatments themselves. While there is some empirical support for 
the Hypothesis IV stating that increasing the number of administrations of 
the treatments improves job interview behavior, this is not a definite con­
clusion of this investigation. It cannot, therefore, be recommended on the 
basis of this investigation that clients be required to receive multiple 
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administrations of the treatments in order to improve their job interview 
behavior. 
Subject characteristic considerations. The factors of Race and Sex 
were, for the purposes of this investigation, meant to serve as covariates 
which would allow for the removal of a greater amount of variance from the 
error term in the statistical analysis. Nevertheless, the possible signif­
icance of these factors has emerged from time to time in the discussion of 
the results of this investigation. For a practitioner to maximize the 
benefits of training, it might be wise to take into account the following 
speculations. It was noted that the judges seem to differ in the extent to 
which they were influenced by the race or by the sex of the subjects. It 
seems reasonable to conclude that many personnel interviewers might also 
judge the behavior of a job applicant in an interview not only according to 
the behavior itself but also according to the race and/or sex of the appli­
cant. From the results of this investigation, it appears that the worst 
effect of a possible interaction between Race, Sex and Judge would be 
that black and/or female applicants might be viewed as less effective by an 
interviewer. It might, therefore, be necessary to counsel black and/or 
female applicants so that they would realize that such prejudice might be 
encountered and perhaps to suggest the even greater necessity for proper 
job interview training. 
It might also be wise to counsel black and/or female clients regarding 
the possible differential reactions of certain interviewers to assertive 
behavior by black and/or female job applicants. How the applicant chooses 
to deal with this complex problem would surely differ from applicant to 
applicant. For example, some applicants might choose to "tone-down" their 
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behavior so as to judiciously approximate the stereotypes held by the 
interviewer, while still optimizing the presentation of the applicants' 
qualifications. On the other hand, other applicants might choose to present 
themselves as best they can without attempting to calculate any possible 
prejudicial reactions on the part of the interviewer. In this case, the 
applicants might expect that they would be satisfied with their acceptance 
by others on the job to the extent that they first were accepted by the 
company's interviewer. 
General practical implications. Nevertheless, putting aside the pos­
sible effects of Race, Sex, Administration and Judge, the overall signifi­
cance of the data for the treatment factor does have promising implications 
for practice. The findings for this investigation combined with that of 
the pilot study (Lovsin, Note 1) indicate at least that videotape modeling 
followed by videotape self-monitoring may improve clients' behavior in a 
job interview. This improvement of job interview behavior following com­
bined intervention is characteristic of previous job interview research 
(Barbee, 1972; Barbee & Keil, 1973; Keil & Barbee, 1973; Venardos & Harris, 
1973; Haber, 1975; Grothe, 1975; Barrow, 1976; Grinnell & Lieberman, 1977). 
These significant findings were obtained with a variety of methods used 
with a variety of subjects in a variety of settings. It seems that job 
interview research indicates that clients' behavior relative to job inter­
viewing can be improved by behavioral intervention. 
The success of behavioral methods in this type of research also sup­
ports the approach to counseling which seeks to develop systematic programs 
to help clients achieve specific behavioral objectives. This approach is 
described by Carkhuff and Banks (1970); 
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As with any helping process, the real tasks were twofold: 
(a) to operationalize goals involving tangible benefits or 
skills that can lead to the amelioration of the difficulties 
between the individuals and groups involved; 
(b) to develop empirically based programs in systematic step-
by-step progression in such a manner as to insure the ulti­
mate success of the program (p. 413). 
Beyond these general implications for practice, however, the specific 
implications of the results of this investigation for practice are limited. 
This investigation should be replicated for cross-validation with different 
populations in different settings and with different trainers and judges. 
Implications for Research 
Theoretical guidelines. The results of this investigation, along with 
others (Barbee & Keil, 1973; Grothe,-1975; Lovsin, Note 1; Meier, 1972), 
indicate that social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) can provide effective 
guidelines for research on the improvement of job interview behavior. 
Unlike operant learning theory (Skinner, 1953, 1966), social learning 
theory argues that cognitive activities are an integral part of learning. 
In future research, this cognitive aspect of social learning theory might 
be effectively expanded by integration with information processing theory 
(Rumelhart, 1977; Lindsay & Norman, 1977). Such an integration might pro­
vide even more productive theoretical guidelines for future research on job 
interview behavior. 
Varying populations, settings, trainers and judges. In order to gen­
eralize on the efficacy of the methods used in this investigation, the 
experiment should be replicated with different populations, different 
trainers and different judges in different settings. Other research in the 
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area of modeling (Koran, 1972; Koran, Snow, & McDonald, 1971; Sarason & 
Ganzer, 1973) has suggested that subject characteristics may interact with 
treatment procedures to effect performance on dependent measures. The same 
may also be true of "setting by treatment" interactions (Mischel, 1976). 
Mischel (1973) suggests the following "person" variables for use in 
research: (1) competency (e.g., intelligence); (2) encoding strategies and 
personal constructs; (3) expectancies; (4) subjective values; and (5) self-
regulatory systems and plans. 
The results of this present investigation do suggest that the person 
variables of Race and of Sex may have promise for inclusion in future 
research on methods for improving job interview behavior. Future investi­
gations of this type might include Race and Sex specifically for investiga­
tory purposes rather than merely as covariates as was done in this investi­
gation. Such specific investigation of Race and of Sex would probably 
necessitate the inclusion of a larger number of subjects of different types 
of Race and of Sex in the experimental design. Such better controlled 
experiments might be able to definitively discover important interactions 
between Treatment, Race and Sex which can determine the method of choice of 
a particular treatment for improving the job interview behavior of a par­
ticular type of client. 
Based on the work of Moos (1973), Mischel (1976) suggests the follow­
ing dimensions of human environment for use in research: (1) ecological; 
(2) behavioral setting (e.g., a school); (3) organizational; (4) character­
istics of inhabitants; (5) perceived social climate; (6) functional (rein­
forcement) properties (Mischel, 1976, p. 496). 
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With regard to the investigation of job interview training, this type 
of research might be productively moved into different behavioral settings 
such as a state vocational rehabilitation office or a private vocational 
service for use with different types of clients. 
Also, some of the research on experimenter effects (Rosenthal, 1976) 
indicates that Trainer behavior and Judge behavior may interact with treat­
ment conditions to influence the rating of subjects' performance on the 
dependent measures. In this present study, the investigator administered 
all treatments to all subjects in as uniform a manner as possible. Like­
wise, the interviewer interviewed all subjects each time in as uniform a 
manner as possible. However, it is still impossible to separate the effect 
of the methods from that of the characteristics of the experimenter and 
those of the interviewer. Future research might well incorporate some 
variation in experimenters and interviewers in order to further the cross-
validation of the methods used in this investigation. 
The problem of the differences in the attitudes of the judges has 
already been discussed. Better unconfounded experimental results might be 
obtained not only from better training of the judges but also from better 
selection of the judges. The judges could be selected according to some of 
their characteristics which might be theoretically relevant to particular 
characteristics of the treatments or particular characteristics of the sub­
jects. In this investigation, using the factors of Race and Sex, it would 
be good to select the judges on the basis of their attitudes toward racial 
differences and sexual differences. Similarly, judges of differing race 
and sex could be included in the experimental design in order to balance 
the responses of the judges to the behavior of subjects of differing races 
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and sexes- Such selection procedures might minimize the interaction 
between the subject characteristics and the judges. 
Alternative treatments. Future investigations might also include 
other experimental groups in order to compare the effectiveness of video­
tape modeling and videotape feedback with other treatments. Some produc­
tive alternative treatments might include behavior rehearsal (Barbee & 
Keil, 1973; Venardos & Harris, 1973), written instructional modeling 
(Grothe, 1975; Meier, 1972), and audiotape modeling (Meier, 1972). All of 
these treatments have been used in previous job interview research. The 
task with these additional treatments, as with those in this present study, 
would be to design the experiment in such a way as to yield unconfounded 
results. 
Dependent measures. This investigation did use three dependent meas­
ures, all of which had been used in previous job interview research (Barbee 
(Barbee, 1972; Grothe, 1975; Lovsin, Note 1). The significant treatment 
findings in this present investigation add to the construct validation of 
these dependent measures according to psychometric theory (Nunnally, 1978). 
The further validation of the scales of the lERS and of the JIRS is 
very encouraging for the use of the procedure of measuring the results of 
one investigation by a scale developed for a previous investigation. The 
lERS and the JIRS show amazing generalizability in terms of their indicat­
ing similar treatment means in this study for which they were not origi­
nally constructed. The generalizability of the OIES from the pilot study 
(Lovsin, Note 1) to this present investigation is considerably less note­
worthy, as that scale was constructed for an experiment very similar to 
that conducted in this present investigation. Nevertheless, all of the 
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previous job interview research reviewed prior to the conduct of this 
investigation indicated that no behavioral rating scale was ever used in 
one study and then later used in another study by a different set of inves­
tigators with a different set of treatments in a different setting for dif­
ferent purposes. This investigation has accomplished that task. 
Nevertheless, there are other considerations regarding the use of 
dependent measures which further research could clarify. For example, the 
duration of the effects of the interventions of this investigation remains 
unknown. Future research could include assessment procedures for measuring 
job interview performance at varying time intervals following the adminis­
trations of the treatments. Also, none of the dependent measures used in 
this investigation (or in any of the previous job interview research here 
reviewed) has been demonstrated to have predictive validity. Future inves­
tigations might productively use some measure of the subjects* performance 
in actual job interviews, such as the number of interviews between training 
and job placement. 
Conclusions 
This investigation has given some support to the hypotheses that 
videotape modeling, and especially videotape modeling with videotape self-
monitoring , can improve the job interview behavior of subjects. The magni­
tude of the treatment means and the graphic data suggest that the treatment 
of videotape modeling followed by videotape feedback is the best treatment, 
as would be predicted by social learning theory (Bandura, 1977). Although 
there was some tendency for repeated administration of the treatments to 
improve performance, this tendency was not conclusively determined. Also, 
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there was some tendency for the factors of Race and Sex to interact with 
the factor of Treatment and the factor of Administration. However, there 
also appeared to be some tendency for Race and Sex to interact with the 
factor of Judge. Thus, Race and Sex were not conclusively found to inter­
act with Treatment or Administration. 
Nevertheless, the significant results of this investigation with 
regard to the factor of Treatment do support the use of social learning 
theory as a guide for future investigations into the interview behavior of 
a client preparing to become a job applicant. 
102 
Reference Notes 
Lovsin, J. Effects of videotape modeling and videotape feedback on job 
interview behavior. Unpublished manuscript, Iowa State University, 
1978. 
Johnson, M. The workshops: A program of the San Francisco Employment 
Service. Unpublished manuscript, San Francisco Adult Opportunity 
Center, 1967. 
103 
References 
Âdkins, W. Life skills: Structured counseling for the disadvantaged. 
Personnel and Guidance Journal, 1970, 49, 108-116. 
Adkins, W. Life skills education project: Final report. Teacher College, 
Columbia University, 1972, Grant Numbers OEG-0-71-4383-324 (U.S. Office 
of Education) and C 58136 (New York State Department of Education). 
Aldrich, H. Organizations and environments. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: 
Prentice Hall, 1979. 
Alkire, A. The use of videotaped playback in the fields of education and 
mental health. AV Communication Review, 1969, 17, 182-200. 
Allen, D. (Ed.). Microteaching; A description. Palo Alto, Cal.: Stan­
ford Teacher Education Program, 1967. 
Allen, D., & Ryan, K. Microteaching. Palo Alto, Cal.: Addison-Wesley, 
1969. 
Ammons, R., & Ammons, C. The Quick Test (QT): Provisional manual. 
Missoula, MT: Psychological Test Specialists, 1962. 
Anderson, J. The disadvantaged seek work—through their effort or ours? 
Rehabilitation Record, 1968, ^ (3), 5-10. 
Andrews, M. The job you want. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1968. 
Baker, H. Film and videotape feedback: A review of the literature. 
Report Series No. 53, November, 1970, University of Texas, Austin, Con­
tract Number, OE 6-10-108, U.S. Office of Education, ED 052 159. 
Bandura, A. Psychotherapy as a learning process. Psychological Bulletin, 
1961, 143-159. 
Bandura, A. Principles of behavior modification. New York: Holt, 
Rinehart & Winston, 1969. 
Bandura, A. Analysis of modeling processes. In A. Bandura (Ed.). Psy­
chological modeling: Conflicting theories. Chicago: Aldine-Atherton, 
1971, 1-62. 
Bandura, A. Social Learning Theory. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-
Hall, 1977. 
Bandura, A., Grusec, J., & Menlove, F. Observational learning as a func­
tion of symbolization and incentive set. Child Development, 1966, 37, 
499-506. 
104 
Bandura, A., & Walters, R. Social learning and personality development. 
New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1963. 
Barbee, J. Job interview training for the disadvantaged using techniques 
of behavior modification and videotape feedback (Doctoral dissertation. 
University of Northern Colorado, 1972). Dissertation Abstracts Inter­
national, 1972, 33, 564-A. (University Microfilms No. 72-22,400). 
Barbee, J., & Keil, E. Experimental techniques of job-interview training 
for the disadvantaged: Videotape feedback, behavior modification and 
microcounseling- Journal of Applied Psychology, 58, 1973, 209-213. 
Barrow, A. The comparative effects of simulation—modeling—behavior 
learning, traditional learning, and control group treatments upon the 
acquisition of interviewee skills by high school students (Doctoral Dis­
sertation, State University of New York at Albany, 1976). Dissertation 
Abstracts International, 1976, 37, 798A. (University Microfilms No. 
76-18,428). 
Baumgarten, L. A comparison of two job interview training methods utiliz­
ing videotape feedback techniques (Doctoral dissertation. University of 
Wyoming, 1976). Dissertation Abstracts International, 1976, 37, 2625A-
2626A. (Univer-ity Microfilms No. 76-24,722). 
Berger, M. Confrontation through videotape. In M. Berger (Ed.). Video­
tape techniques in psychiatric training and treatment. New York: 
Brunner/Mazel, 1970. 
Berger, M. (Ed.). Videotape techniques in psychiatric training and treat­
ment. New York: Brunner/Mazel, 1978. 
Bergin, A. Some implications of psychotherapy research for therapeutic 
practice. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 1966, 71, 235-246. 
Blocher, D. Developmental counseling. New York: Ronald Press, 1966. 
Borg, W., Kelley, M., Langer, P., & Gall, M. The mini-course: A micro-
teaching approach to teacher education. Beverly Hills Cal.: Macmillan, 
1970. 
Bourdon, R. Imitation: Implications for counseling and therapy. Review 
of Educational Research, 1970, 40, 429-457. 
Boyd, H., & Sisney, V. Immediate self-image confrontation and changes in 
self-concept. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 1967, 31, 291-294. 
Bracht, G. Experimental factors related to aptitude-treatment inter­
actions. Review of Educational Research, 1970, 40, 627-645. 
Bradford, L., Gibb, J., & Benne, K. (Eds.). T-group theory and laboratory 
method: Innovation in re-education. New York: Wiley, 1964. 
105 
Braukmann, C. An evaluation of a selection interview instructional package 
for pre-delinquents at Achievement Place (Doctoral dissertation. Univer­
sity of Kansas, 1973). Dissertation Abstracts International, 1974, 34, 
6233B. (University Microfilms No. 74-12,531). 
Bray, D., & Moses, J. Personnel selection. Annual Review of Psychology, 
1972, 23, 545-576. 
Broman, S., Nichols, P., & Kennedy, W. Preschool IQ: Prenatal and early 
developmental correlates. Hillside, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1975. 
Carkhuff, R. Helping and human relations: A primer for lay and profes­
sional helpers. Vol. 1. Selection and training. New York; Holt, 
Rinehart & Winston, 1969. (a) 
Carkhuff, R. Helping and human relations: A primer for lay and profes­
sional helpers. Vol. 2. Practice and research. New York: Holt, 
Rinehart & Winston, 1969. (b) 
Carkhuff, R- Training as a preferred mode of treatment. Journal of Coun­
seling Psychology, 1971, 123-131. 
Carkhuff, R. The development of systematic human resource development 
models. The Counseling Psychologist, 1972, 4-11. (a) 
Carkhuff, R. New directions in training for the helping professions: 
Toward a technology for human and community resource development. The 
Counseling Psychologist, 1972, 2, 12-30. (b) 
Carkhuff, R., & Banks, G. Training as a preferred mode of facilitating 
relations between races and generations. Journal of Counseling Psy­
chology, 1970, j7, 413-418. 
Carkhuff, R., & Bierman, R. Training as a preferred mode of treatment of 
parents of emotionally disturbed children. Journal of Counseling Psy-
chology, 1970, 157-161. 
Chavez-Fernandez, A. The experimental analysis and training of employment 
interview skills with minority adults (Doctoral dissertation. University 
of Kansas, 1976). Dissertation Abstracts International, 1977, 38, 
928B-929B. (University Microfilms No. 77-16,266). 
Comelison, F., & Arsenian, J. A study of the responses of psychotic 
patients to photographic self-image experience. Psychiatric Quarterly, 
1960, 1-8. 
Cronbach, L., & Snow, R. Individual differences in learning ability as a 
function of instructional variables: Final report. Stanford University, 
1969, Grant Number OEC-4-6-061269-1217. 
106 
Danet, B. Self-confrontation in psychotherapy reviewed: Videotape feed­
back as a clinical and research tool. American Journal of Psychotherapy, 
1968, 22, 245-257. 
Danish, S., & Kagan, N. Emotional simulation in counseling and psycho­
therapy. Psychotherapy: Theory, Research and Practice, 1969, 261-
263. 
Delaney, D. Simulation techniques in counselor education: Proposal of a 
unique approach. Counselor Education and Supervision, 1969, 183-188. 
Dollard, J., & Miller, N. Personality and psychotherapy. New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1950. 
Dreese, M. How to get the job. Chicago: Science Research Associates, 
1971. 
Dumphy, P., Austin, S., & McEneanly, T. Career development for the college 
student. Cranston, R.I.: Carol Press, 1973. 
Educational Direction (Producer). Finding your .job: The job interview. 
New York: Author, 1972. (Audiotape) 
Eisenberg, S., & Delaney, D. Using video simulation of counseling for 
training counselors. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1970, 17, 15-19. 
Eysenck, H. (Ed.). Behavior therapy and the neuroses. New York: Pergamon 
Press, 1960. 
Flanders, J. A review of research on imitative behavior. Psychological 
Bulletin, 1968, 316-337. 
Francis, R., & Iftikhar, S. How to find a .job. Syracuse, New York: New 
Readers Press, 1963. 
Geertsma, R., & Revich, R. Repetitive self-observation by videotape play­
back. Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 1965, 141, 29-41. 
Goble, D. How to get a iob and keep it. Austin, Texas: Steck-Vaughn, 
1969. 
Goldfried, M., & D'Zurilla, T. A behavioral-analytic model for assessing 
competence. In C. Spielberger (Ed.). Current topics in clinical and 
community psychology. Vol. 1. New York: Academic Press, 1969. 
Goldstein, A. Structured learning therapy: Toward a psychotherapy for the 
poor. New York: Academic Press, 1973. 
Goldstein, A., Martens, J., Hubben, J., Van Belle, H., Schaaf, W., Wiersma, 
H., & Goodhart, A. The use of modeling to increase independent behav­
ior. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 1973, 11, 31-42. 
107 
Gottman» J., & Leibluœ, S. How to do psychotherapy and how to evaluate it. 
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1974. 
Grinnell, R., & Lieberman, A. Teaching the mentally retarded job interview­
ing skills. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1977, ^ (4), 332-337. 
Grothe, M. Training welfare recipients in an adult education program in 
the acquisition of employment interviewing skills (Doctoral disserta­
tion, Columbia University, 1974). Dissertation Abstracts International, 
1975, 35, 6455A-6456A. (University Microfilms No. 75-9284). 
Gustafson, K. Simulation of interpersonal relations. Audiovisual Instruc­
tion, 1971, j^, 35-37. 
Gutride, M., Goldstein, A., & Hunter, G. The use of modeling and role-
playing to increase social interaction among asocial psychiatric 
patients. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1973, 40, 408-
415. 
Haber, J. An evaluation of two methods by which college counselors can 
train students in assertive behaviors appropriate to the employment 
interview (Doctoral dissertation. University of Denver, 1974). Disser­
tation Abstracts International, 1975, 35, 5021A-5022A. (University 
Microfilms No. 75-4181). 
Hakel, M., & Dunnette, M. Checklists for describing job applicants. 
Minneapolis: Industrial Relations Center, University of Minnesota, 1970. 
Havelock, R. A guide to innovation in education. Ann Arbor : Institute 
for Social Research, University of Michigan, 1970. 
Heller, K. The effects of modeling procedures in helping relationships: A 
comment on the Whalen study. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psy­
chology, 1969, 522-526. 
Higgins, W., Ivey, A., & Uhlemann, M. Media therapy: A programmed 
approach to teaching behavioral skills. Journal of Counseling Psychol­
ogy, 1970, ]J_, 20-26. 
Hiner, R. Modeling plus behavior rehearsal as a job interview training 
procedure for the disadvantaged/disabled (Doctoral dissertation. Univer­
sity of Texas at Austin, 1976). Dissertation Abstracts International, 
1977, 37, 4985A-4986B. (University Microfilms No. 77-3916). 
Hollandsworth, J., Dressel, M., & Stevens, J. Use of behavioral versus 
traditional procedures for increasing job interview skills. Journal of 
Counseling Psychology, 1977, ^ (6), 503-509. 
Huck, S., & McLean, R. Using a repeated measures ANOVA to analyze the data 
from a pretest posttest design: A potentially confusing task. Psycho­
logical Bulletin, 1975, §1, 511-518. 
108 
Hudson, M., & Weaver, A. I want a job. New York: F. E. Richards, 1964. 
Hulse, S., Deese, J., & Egeth, H. The psychology of learning (4th ed.). 
New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975. 
Irish, R. Go hire yourself an employer. New York: Anchor/Doubleday, 1972. 
Ivey, A. Microcounseling: Innovations in interviewing training. Spring­
field, IL: Charles C. Thomas, 1971. 
Ivey, A. Media therapy: Educational change planning for psychiatric 
patients. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1973, 20, 338-343. (a) 
Ivey, A. The counselor as trainer. Personnel and Guidance Journal, 1973, 
51, 311-316. (b) 
Ivey, A., Nomington, C., Miller, C., Morrill, W., & Haase, R. Micro-
counseling and attending behavior: An approach to prepracticum coun­
selor training. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1968, 15, 1-12. 
Ivey, A., & Weinstein, G. The counselor as a specialist in psychological 
education. Personnel and Guidance Journal, 1970, 49, 98-107. 
Kagan, N. Multimedia in guidance and counseling. Personnel and Guidance 
Journal, 1970, 197-204. (a) 
Kagan, N. Television in counselor supervision—educational tool or toy? 
In M. Berger (Ed.). Videotape techniques in psychiatric training and 
treatment. New York: Brunner/Mazel, 1970, 83-92. (b) 
Kagan, N. Influencing human interaction. East Lansing, Mich.: Michigan 
State University, 1972. 
Kagan, N., Krathwohl, D., Goldberg, A., Campbell, R., Schauble, P., 
Greenberg, B., Danish, S., Resnikoff, A., Bowes, J., & Bondy, S. 
Studies in human interaction: Interpersonal process recall stimulated 
by videotape. East Lansing, Mich.: Michigan State University, 1967. 
Kagan, N., Krathwohl, D., & Miller, R. Stimulated recall in therapy using 
videotape—a case study. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1963, 10, 
237-243. 
Kagan, N., & Schauble, P. Affect simulation in interpersonal process 
recall. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1969, 16, 309-313. 
Kanfer, F., & Goldstein, A. (Eds.). Helping people change. New York: 
Pergamon Près s, 1975. 
Keil, E., & Barbee, J. Behavior modification and training the disadvantaged 
job interviewee. Vocational Guidance Quarterly, 1973, 22_, 50-56. 
109 
Kirk, R. Experimental design procedures for the behavioral sciences. 
Belmont, Cal.: Brooks/Cole, 1968. 
Koran, M. Varying instructional methods to fit trainee characteristics. 
AV Communication Review, 1972, 20, 135-146. 
Koran, M., Snow, R., & McDonald, F. Teacher aptitude and observational 
learning of a teaching skill. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1971, 
219-228. 
Koschnick, K. The world of work. Syracuse, N.Y.: New Readers Press, 1969. 
Krasner, L. The therapist as a social reinforcement machine. In H. Strupp 
& L. Luborsky (Eds.). Research in psychotherapy. Vol. 2. Washington, 
D.C.: American Psychological Association, 1962. 
Krasner, L., & Ullmann, L. (Eds.). Research in behavior modification. New 
York; Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1965. 
Krumboltz, J. (Ed.). Revolution in counseling: Implications of behavioral 
science. Boston: Houghton-Mifflin, 1966. 
Krumboltz, J., & Thoresen, C. (Eds.). Behavioral counseling: Cases and 
techniques. New York; Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1969. 
Kuder, G. Kuder Occupational Interest Survey . Chicago: Science Research 
Associates, 1970. 
Lindsay, P., & Norman, D. Human information processing. (2nd ed.). New 
York; Academic Press, 1977. 
Logue, P., Zenner, M.- & Gohman, G. Videotape role playing in the job 
interview. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1968, 15, 436-438. 
Mayfield, E. The selection interview: A re-evaluation of published 
research. Personnel Psychology, 1964, 17, 239-260. 
Meador, B., & Rogers, C. Client-centered therapy. In R. Corsini (Ed.). 
Current psychotherapies. Itasca, IL: F. E. Peacock, 1973. 
Meier, R. The effectiveness of modeling procedures and instruction for 
teaching verbal employment interview behaviors to high school seniors 
(Doctoral dissertation, Columbia University, 1972). Dissertations 
Abstracts International, 1972, 33, 2817B. (University Microfilms No. 
72-31,223). 
Miller, N., & Dollard, J. Social learning and imitation. New Haven, Conn.: 
Yale University Press, 1941. 
Mischel, W. Toward a cognitive social learning reconceptualization of 
personality. Psychological Review, 1973, 252-283. 
110a 
Mischel, W. Introduction to personality (2nd ed.). New York: Holt, 
Rinehart & Winston, 1976. 
Moore, F., Chernell, E., & West, M. Television as a therapeutic tool. 
Archives of General Psychology, 1965, 12, 217-220. 
Moos, R. Conceptualization of human environments. American Psychologist, 
1973, 652-665. 
Morrill, W., & Hurst, J. A preventative and developmental role for the 
college counselor. The Counseling Psychologist, 1971, 2, 90-95. 
Mosenfelder, D. How to get a iob. Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1966. 
Mowrer. 0. Learning theory and the symbolic processes. New York: Wiley, 
1960. 
Multi-Resource Center, Inc. (Producer). How to win jobs and influence 
employers• Minneapolis: Multi-Resource Center, Inc., 1971. (Videotape) 
Murray, E., & Jacobson, L. The nature of learning in traditional and 
behavioral psychotherapy. In A. Bergin & S. Garfield (Eds.). Handbook 
of psychotherapy and behavior change; An empirical analysis. New York : 
Wiley, 1971. 
Nunnally, J. Psychometric theory. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1978. 
Getting, E. Developmental definition of counseling psychology. Journal of 
Counseling Psychology, 1967, J^, 382-385. 
Ome, M. On the social psychology of the psychological experiment: With 
particular reference to demand characteristics and their implications. 
American Psychologist, 1962, 17, 776-783. 
Peterson, D. The clinical study of social behavior. New York: Appleton, 
1968. 
Piaget, G. Training patients to communicate. In A. Lazarus (Ed.). 
Clinical behavior therapy. New York: Brunner/Mazel, 1972. 
Pierce, R., & Drasgow, J. Teaching facilitative interpersonal functioning 
to patients. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1969, 16, 295-298. 
Resnick, L. (Ed.). The nature of intelligence. Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence 
Erlbaum, 1976. 
Resnikoff, A., Kagan, N., & Schauble, P. Acceleration of psychotherapy 
through stimulated videotape recall. American Journal of Psychotherapy, 
1970, 24, 102-111. 
110b 
Richter, D. Occupation essentials: Skills and attitudes for employment. 
Rockford, IL: H. C. Johnson Press, 1971. 
Rosenblum, M. The effects of videotaped modeling and videotaped modeling 
with discussion-reinforcement on the work performance of educable men­
tally retarded young adults (Doctoral dissertation. Northwestern Univer­
sity, 1975). Dissertation Abstracts International, 1976, 36, 4365A-
4366A. (University Microfilms No. 75-29,740). 
Rosenthal, R. Experimenter effects in behavioral research (Enlarged ed.). 
New York: Irvington, 1976. 
Rumelhart, D. Introduction to h"man information processing. New York: 
John Wiley & Sons, 1977. 
Sarason, I., & Ganzer, V. Modeling and group discussion in the rehabilita­
tion of juvenile delinquents. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1973, 
20, 442-449. 
Schmitt, N. Social and situational determinants of interview decisions: 
Implications for the employment interview. Personnel Psychology, 1976, 
79-101. 
Shoben, E. Psychotherapy as a problem in learning theory. Psychological 
Bulletin, 1949, 366-392. 
Skinner, B. Science and human behavior. New York: Macmillan, 1953. 
Skinner, B. Operant behavior. In W. Honig (Ed.). Operant behavior: 
Areas of research and application. New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 
1966. 
Sposito, V. Linear and nonlinear programming. Ames, la.: Iowa State Uni­
versity Press, 1975. 
Stoller, F. Group psychotherapy on television: An innovation with hospi­
talized patients. American Psychologist, 1967, 158-162. 
Thayer, L., Peterson, V., Carr, E., & Merz, D. Development of a critical 
incidents videotape. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1972, 19, 188-
191. 
Turner, M. We want you. New York: Noble & Noble, 1969. 
Ulrich, L., & Trumbo, D. The selection interview since 1949. Psychologi-
cal Bulletin, 1965, 63, 100-116. 
United States Department of Labor (Women's Bureau). Jobfinding techniques 
for mature women. Washington, D.C.; United States Government Printing 
Office, 1970. 
111a 
United States Department of Labor. Merchandising your job talents. Wash­
ington, D.C.: United States Government Printing Office, 1971. 
Venardos, M., & Harris, M. Job interview training with rehabilitation 
clients: A comparison of videotape and role-playing procedures. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 1973, 58, 365-367. 
Vitalo, R. Teaching improved interpersonal functioning as a preferred 
mode of treatment. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 1971, 27, 166-171. 
Wallace, J. An abilities conception of personality: Some implications for 
personality measurement. American Psychologist, 1966, 21, 132-138. 
Wagner, R. The employment interview: A critical summary. Personnel 
Psychology, 1949, 17-46. 
Watson, Lois J. The effects of covert modeling and covert reinforcement on 
acquisition of job interview skills by youth offenders (Doctoral disser­
tation, West Virginia University, 1976). Dissertation Abstracts Inter­
national, 1977, 37, 4229B-4230B. (University Microfilms No. 77-2556). 
Weinland, T. A history of the IQ in America (Doctoral dissertation, 
Columbia University, 1973). Dissertation Abstracts International, 1973, 
33, 5666A. (University Microfilms No. 73-8991). 
Wilmer, H. Practical and theoretical aspects of videotape supervision in 
psychiatry. Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 1967, 145, 123-130. 
(a) 
Wilmer, H. Technical and artistic aspects of videotape in psychiatric 
teaching. Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease, 1967, 144, 207-223. 
(b) 
Winer, B. Statistical principles in experimental design (2nd ed.). New 
York: McGraw Hill, 1971. 
Wolf, K. The application of social modeling techniques in the development 
of job interview behavior with a heroin dependent population (Doctoral 
dissertation, Wayne State University, 1976). Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 1976, 37, 2535B-2536B. (University Microfilms No. 76-26, 
194). 
Wolpe, J. Psychotherapy by reciprocal inhibition. Stanford, Cal.: 
Stanford University Press, 1958. 
Worthy, J. What employers want. Chicago: Science Research Associates, 
1971. 
Wright, 0. Summary of research on the selection interview since 1964. 
Personnel Psychology, 1969, 22, 391-413. 
111b 
Zelenak, B- A comparison of assertive training and didactic workshops as 
methods for developing positive employment interviewing skills (Doctoral 
dissertation, Kansas State University, 1977). Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 1977, 37, 5459A-5460A. (University Microfilms No. 
77-5548). 
112 
Acknowledgments 
My gratitude is expressed to the members of my doctoral committee, 
including Arnold Kahn, Judith Krulewitz, and Robert Schafer, and especially 
to my major professor, Roy E. Warman, for all of his understanding guidance, 
and to Professor LeRoy Wolins for his adroit wisdom. I am also grateful 
for the administrative and technical assistance of Dr. Orville Lips, 
Dr. Sumner Garte, Dr. Mark Rosenblum, Dr. George English, Mr. Dennis 
Cummins, and Ms. LaVeme Miller of the Veterans Administration Medical 
Center in North Chicago, Illinois. 
My loving gratitude is expressed to my family, my parents, Victor and 
Marcella, for their constant support and encouragement, and most especially 
to my wife, Barbara, for her patience, support and encouragment. 
113 
Appendix A. 
Interview Effectiveness Rating Scale 
114 
Interview Effectiveness Rating Scale 
Rate the effectiveness of certain parts of the subject's 
behavior during the interview. Twenty-one parts of the 
subject's interview behavior are described. Each part is to 
be rated on the following scale: 
2 = mostly effective 
3 = slightly effective 
4 = slightly ineffective 
5 = mostly ineffective 
6 = very ineffective 
Each part of the subject's behavior is described on the 
following pages. 
Place a mark above a number on each scale in order to rate 
that described part of the subject's behavior. 
very 
ineffective ; 
very 
effective 
12 3 5 6 
1 = very effective 
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1. Introduction At the beginning of the interview, the subject 
should verbally introduce himself by name to 
the interviewer. 
This part of the subject's behavior wass 
very very 
ineffective % % : % : effective 
2. Handshake At the beginning of the interview, the subject 
should shake the interviewer's hand in a manner 
that seems natural. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective • : i t ; effective 
3. Response to Greeting In response to the question "How are 
you today?" the subject should answer 
by verbalizing "fine," "OK." or a close equivalent. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : : : : : effective 
4. Reciprocation In response to the question "How are you 
today?" the subject should reciprocate the 
expression of cordiality (e.g., "and how are you today" 
or a close equivalent). 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very veiy 
ineffective : t : : : effective 
5. Opening Information In response to the question "Tell me a 
little about yourself," the subject 
should answer by stating information about experience, train­
ing, or characteristics directly related to a nob. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective t : : : : " effective 
3 
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6. Avoiding Negativisms In response to the question "Tell me a 
little about yourself," the subject 
should avoid volunteering information about personal weakness 
or negative statements about himself. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : : : % effective 
7. Position In response to the question "What position are you 
applying for?" the subject should state a specific 
nob title or position. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : : : : ; effective 
8. Qualifications In response to the question "What training 
or experience do you have which qualifies 
you for this position?" the subject should specifically 
state experience in or related to the position, and/or 
training for the position. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : : : : : effective 
9 .  "Why you" In response to the question "Why do you think we 
should hire you for the job rather than somebody 
else?" the subject should answer by stating specific quali­
fications, training, and/or experience. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : : : : : effective 
10. Question(s) In response to the question "I've been asking 
you a lot of questions. Do you have any ques­
tions you'd like to ask me?" the subject should ask a ques­
tion about the company, job duties, hours or working conditions. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : : j 1 effective 
4 
117 
11. Advancement In response to the question "I've been asking 
you a lot of questions. Do you have any ques­
tions you'd like to ask me?" the subject should ask a ques­
tion about the opportunities for advancement in the nob or 
company. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : t t t t effective 
12. Call Back In response to the statèmenfWe're in the process 
of interviewing a number of applicants for this 
position. I should be arriving at a decision in two or 
three days," the subject should ask permission to call back 
to learn of the interviewer's decision. 
This part of the subject's behavior was; 
very very 
ineffective : * % : * effective 
13. Thanks for Interview At the end of the interview, the sub­
ject should thank the interviewer for 
the opportunity to be interviewed. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : ; : : : effective 
l4. The subject should answer all of the interviewer's questions 
in a manner that does not require any prompting or unneces­
sary rephrasing of questions by the interviewer. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective ; : ; 1 : effective 
15. Throughout the interview, the subject's verbal behavior should 
be sufficiently audible. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : - : : 1 effective 
5 
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l6. Throughout the interview, the subject s verbal behavior 
should be coherent and organized. 
This part of the subject's behavior was; 
very very 
ineffective % : * : % effective 
1 7 .  Throughout the interview, the subject should avoid the use of 
slang or colloquial expressions. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : : 1 : : effective 
1 8 .  Throughout the interview, the subject should look at the 
interviewer most of the time When listening to or respond­
ing to the interviewer. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : : % : : effective 
1 9 .  Throughout the interview, the subject should avoid the dis­
tracting demonstration of nervous gestures or mannerisms. 
This part of the subject's behavior was* 
very very 
ineffective : : : : : effective 
20. Throughout the interview the subject should demonstrate 
attentiveness and interest to the interviewer. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : : : : ; effective 
1 2 3 5 
21. Throughout the interview the subject should appear comfort­
able and confident. 
This part of the subject's behavior was: 
very very 
ineffective : : : : : effective 
2 3 
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JOn IhTL'KVIEW RATING SCALE 
9/7128 
Applicant Rater Date 
INSTRUCTIONS -- RATE TlIE APPLICANT ON EACH OF THE FOLLOV/IKG ITEl-IS. 
BE SU!Œ TO RATE THE ACTUAL INTERVIEW J'l-J'.l^OiaiANCE AND 
NOT PAST OR PREDICTED PERFOlUm'CE. (CIRCLE A NUI-IBER.) 
PART I 
Manner of Speaking (loudness, distinctiveness, eye contact. ctc.) 
1 2 3 /, 5 6 7 
very poor fair average good very excellent 
poor good 
Po sturc and Mannerisms (gesturing, fidgeting, etc. ) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very poor fair average good very excellent 
poor 
• 
good 
Tension Level 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very soniev7hat moderately average moderately somewhat relaxed 
tense tense tense relaxed relaxed 
" Level of Information Provided About Present Job Skills 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very poor fair average good very excellent 
poor good 
Level 0 f Information Provided About Past Job Experiences 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very poor fair average good very excellent 
poor good 
Level of Questions Asked About Job Tasks and Conditions 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very low moderately average moderately high very 
low low high high 
121 12: 
Anr.crtivcnesB and Initiative 
1 2 3 4 6 7 
very poor lair average good very excellent 
poor good 
Self Confidence 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very poor lair average good very excellent 
poor good 
Honesty and Openness 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very poor fair average good very excellent 
poor good 
Ability to Respond to Interv'icT:er's Questions 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very poor fair average good very excellent 
poor good 
PART II 
• 
• Job Skills 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very poor fair average good very excellent 
poor 
• 
good 
Personal Adaptability • 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very low moderately overage rooderntely high very 
low low high high 
PART III 
If an appropriate job existed in your company, what is the probability of 
your hiring this applicant? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
very low moderately average moderately high very 
low low high high 
9/71 
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Appendix C. 
Overall Interview Effectiveness Scale 
Place a mark above the number on this scale in order to rate the effectiveness 
of the subject's overall interview behavior. 
H—• 
Overall Interview Effectiveness Scale 5 
very ^ very 
ineffective j t : i i : : i : i i : * i : i t t t effecti 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1^+ 15 l6 17 18 19 20 
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Appendix P. 
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) 
Table D-1 
Means and Standard Deviations (SD) 
Female Male 
Black White Black White 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
lERS 
Judge 1 
Baseline 
> 91.50 9.60 98.00 1.63 98.00 11.34 102.33 4.19 88.25 9.91 102.00 1.41 93.00 2.16 104.33 .94 
MFj 93.50 6.02 100.00 4.32 81.33 6.94 104.33 3.40 
FM 85.25 11.03 94.00 13.88 85.00 4.97 100.00 2.94 
C® 93.50 5.02 91.33 7.85 83.33 8.50 93.66 3.09 
First Administration 
M 107.00 7.25 107.00 2.94 104.66 6.94 104.66 1.89 
F 95.00 6.28 98.66 8.34 97.00 2.94 108.00 4.55 
MF 93.75 4.02 107.00 8.16 98.33 7.76 110.33 1.89 
FM 98.75 13.92 103.33 7.13 91.33 4.99 107.66 3.09 
C 100.75 6.80 95.33 1.70 85.00 6.98 98.66 2.49 
Second Administration 
M 95.00 10.69 108.33 4.19 107.66 5.31 105.33 2.05 
F 93.25 8.26 100.33 3.68 99.66 5.19 107.66 7.59 
MF 102.25 4.81 112.00 4.55 105.66 4.78 108.33 2.49 
FM 88.25 9.12 105.00 8.83 94.33 10.21 102.66 8.34 
C 100.50 5.59 100.33 3.09 88.33 7.85 103.33 7.93 
^Modeling. 
^Feedback. 
^Modeling followed by feedback. 
^Feedback followed by modeling. 
^Control. 
Table D-1. (continued) 
_ Female Male 
Black White Black White 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Third Administration 
M 105.50 10.50 109.33 7.36 112.00 4.32 109.66 1.89 
F 95.25 8.10 106.00 1.41 101.33 6.24 107.00 4.24 
MF 103.25 5.54 116.33 7.41 106.33 8.99 110.00 1.63 
FM 101.00 7.58 110.00 2.94 98.00 1.41 108.66 3.30 
C 104.75 9.52 101.66 2.36 93.66 3.68 106.66 9.56 
idge 2 
Baseline 
M 92.25 8.73 104.66 5.31 92.66 9.74 98.00 3.56 
F 87.50 18.50 103.00 2.94 78.00 2.83 102.66 11.44 
MF 93.25 11.90 105.66 4.71 76.66 7.03 100.66 1.70 
FM 86.75 11.12 87.00 14.24 76.33 6.24 90.00 8.16 
C 94.50 9.81 93.33 6.60 81.00 4.08 87.00 8.52 
First Administration 
M 97.50 5.17 105.33 5.25 99.33 6.94 98.00 4.32 
F 83.50 10.90 94.66 11.79 83.66 7.76 100.66 6.85 
MF 93.75 6.18 108.00 12.03 82.00 2.16 111.00 4.55 
FM 95.25 9.60 97.66 15.32 71.66 13.30 100.33 1.70 
C 98.00 12.51 90.33 10.87 70.33 13.67 88.00 10.68 
Second Administration 
M 88.50 10.31 108.00 3.74 107.33 9.39 95.00 2.16 
F 80.75 11.17 101.00 4.08 89.66 7.41 98.00 10.98 
MF 98.50 8.20 111.00 10.61 86.33 2.05 103.33 1.70 
FM 88.75 7.15 98.66 14.01 79.00 7.35 94.00 4.97 
C 91.00 10.98 93.33 9.46 71.00 9.27 88.66 13.96 
Table D-1. (continued) 
Female Male 
Black White Black White 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Third Administration 
M 98.75 8.98 109.00 5.89 99.33 6.94 98.33 4.50 
F 80.50 16.21 104.33 3.09 89.00 6.98 96.00 12.32 
MF 97.00 4.95 111.33 9.74 87.00 8.52 106.00 2.16 
FM 97.25 5.26 101.33 9.10 87.00 3.74 99.00 5.72 
C 93.25 8.98 94.66 8.96 66.00 10.42 91.00 12.36 
JIRS 
Judge 1 
Baseline 
M 216.75 15.12 233.66 12.92 236.66 20.68 241.33 17.74 
F 207.75 24.48 243.33 3.30 223.33 4.99 260.33 12.23 
MF 219.25 9.15 242.66 4.71 223.33 8.06 247.66 5.31 
FM 213.25 14.24 228.66 22.88 209.66 11.26 245.33 6.13 
C 221.50 8.62 215.00 13.14 204.66 14.82 215.00 7.26 
First Administration 
M 246.00 7.91 243.33 7.54 244.66 16.11 252.00 2.83 
F 216.50 18.61 243.00 23.37 241.00 0.00 252.66 4.99 
MF 230.50 13.81 241.66 6.65 231.66 12.23 257.33 .94 
FM 223.25 30.90 247.33 12.36 231.66 9.87 247.33 8.99 
C 241.00 13.84 217.66 18.70 203.00 24.39 235.66 4.50 
Second Administration 
M 225.50 16.09 249.66 4.19 247.66 2.38 255.33 8.99 
F 226.50 14.24 251.00 7.26 232.00 10.71 248.33 6.13 
MF 235.00 13.60 256.00 1.63 245.66 10.21 253.33 3.30 
FM 219.00 4.12 239.00 10.03 225.33 14.52 250.00 8.49 
C 242.50 16.44 240.66 15.17 215.66 11.44 234.00 11.78 
Table D-1. (continued) 
Female Male 
Black White Black White 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Third Administration 
M 242.00 15.12 245.00 8.49 253.33 6.60 255.33 .94 
F 225.50 14.79 257.33 .94 235.33 11.26 248.33 7.13 
MF 242.75 12.40 260.33 6.34 240.33 12.55 255,00 2.94 
FM 240.50 14.79 254.00 5.66 235.66 6.02 252,66 3.40 
C 241.50 14.65 238.66 14.06 228.00 10.61 245,66 10.84 
idge 2 
Baseline 
M 212.00 23.70 252.00 12,33 226.33 18.66 237,00 7.87 
F 204.50 41.75 253.33 5.25 194.33 2.05 244,00 30.59 
MF 222.75 25.95 252.66 11.79 198.66 13.67 235,66 4.50 
FM 218.25 13.57 204.66 34.88 200.33 14,88 229,33 7.36 
C 228.25 19.12 227.00 23.42 205.66 11.44 205,33 11.61 
First Administration 
M 221.25 10.08 249.00 14.90 235.66 18.37 226,33 22.89 
F 192.25 30.43 232.66 33.63 210.33 12.71 234.00 16,97 
MF 222.00 17.61 240.66 13.60 212.33 7.59 247.66 2,36 
FM 224.75 11.78 222.00 35.93 182.00 37.59 245.66 5,56 
C 227.75 19.94 210.00 31.28 183.66 24.73 215,00 13,64 
Second Administration 
M 208.00 17.72 248.66 8.99 247.33 12.92 230,33 7.59 
F 195.75 17.91 239.00 16.39 215.66 6.65 227,66 21.55 
MF 226.75 17.77 240.00 26.47 210.66 4.19 241,66 4.92 
FM 207.25 11.30 223.00 34.71 195.00 12.83 236,66 11,81 
C 216.50 17.90 220.66 32.66 186.00 12.19 207,66 23,61 
Table D-1. (continued) 
Female 
Black White 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Third Administration 
M 224.75 26.47 255.33 15.92 
F 193.50 38.32 248.33 20.50 
MF 226.00 11.05 258.66 14.70 
FM 223.25 24.08 230.00 22.45 
C 220.25 19.49 217.33 37.53 
OIES 
Judge 1 
Baseline 
M 170.00 38.37 211.00 25.46 
F 159.25 46.01 264.66 27.82 
MF 177.50 10.40 256.00 38.61 
FM 167.25 29.41 229.66 72.58 
C 218,00 36.67 222.00 45.37 
First Administration 
M 273.50 28.54 293.00 9.90 
F 206.25 56.61 264.33 50.44 
MF 243.75 43.51 302.33 20.07 
FM 245.75 61.39 306.00 31.11 
C 280.50 36.50 226.33 50.44 
Second Administration 
M 238.50 37.21 293.00 9.90 
F 222.25 50.44 269.66 22.31 
MF 256.50 25.85 343.33 21.68 
FM 193.25 15.51 256.00 62.23 
C 269.75 30.71 264.66 27.82 
Male 
Black White 
Mean SD Mean SD 
244.00 13.59 223.33 6.24 
213.33 6.24 231.33 30.87 
206.33 17.33 242.00 8.49 
196.66 15.46 243.33 11.12 
178.33 21.64 219.33 21.48 
254.00 72.81 229.66 70.28 
212.00 38.61 284.66 33.31 
145.66 13.20 244.00 29.88 
155.00 18.38 256.00 38.61 
176.33 21.64 197.66 26.34 
273.00 38.18 302.33 20.07 
267.66 8.01 295.33 23.10 
264.66 27.82 318.66 13.20 
217.66 56.84 302.33 20.07 
212.00 50.99 257.66 19.43 
302.33 20.07 318.66 13.20 
243.33 55.48 296.66 27.05 
275.33 44.57 286.66 40.31 
196.33 72.69 306.00 31.11 
221.33 47.30 260.33 56.10 
Table D-1. (continued) 
Female Male 
Black White Black White 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Third Administration 
M 265.50 48.37 291.66 33.59 306.00 31.11 302.33 20.07 
F 198.75 48.30 295.33 23.10 257.66 19.43 289.66 27.98 
MF 275.25 34.79 334.00 30.51 255.33 33.59 291.66 33.59 
FM 263.25 51.91 300.00 0.00 206.33 20.82 279.00 0.00 
C 276.25 38.64 238.33 54.24 183.33 51.55 271.00 50.13 
idge 2 
Baseline 
M 190.00 29.20 273.00 38.18 217.66 65.42 257.66 19.43 
F 171.00 81.94 284.66 33.31 150.66 6.13 256.00 62.23 
MF 201.50 53.46 270.33 28.43 144.00 35.19 253.33 25.25 
FM 200.50 27.29 185.00 92.31 135.66 23.67 229.00 25.46 
C 217.00 48.99 227.00 52.56 155.00 18.38 156.33 43.65 
First Administration 
M 220.00 25.93 261.66 40.29 230.66 40.02 234.00 29.63 
F 156.00 37.80 249.00 57.91 180.66 20.82 250.33 35.52 
MF 222.75 17.57 253.33 25.25 185.00 5.66 262.66 13.07 
FM 226.50 24.84 224.66 59.33 148.33 72.55 252.00 14.14 
C 226.25 43.88 212.00 60.42 145.00 51.23 184.66 21.64 
Second Administration 
M 189.50 36.47 284.00 31.11 270.33 28.43 242.00 7.07 
F 166.50 40.90 261.66 40.29 193.33 10.21 217.66 46.06 
MF 230.75 31.20 289.00 74.30 210.33 16.21 269.66 22.31 
FM 187,25 19.08 229.66 76.31 135.00 28.28 244.66 37.19 
C 216.75 26.66 214.66 77.72 139.33 31.79 182.00 61.75 
Table D-1. (continued) 
Female Male 
Black White Black White 
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
lird Administration 
M 221.25 57.00 •306.00 31.11 264.66 27.82 216.33 33.87 
F 177.50 70.85 284.66 33.31 185.00 24.04 220.33 82.68 
MF 226.75 29.12 307.00 52.08 180.66 49.80 252.00 14.14 
FM 224.50 37.74 254.66 34.41 170.33 41.59 280.33 15.54 
C 198.75 50.02 229.66 72.58 113.00 55.12 207.00 46.37 
M 90.25 4.49 104.00 1.41 93.00 6.48 114.33 18.19 
F 82.25 11.23 109.66 6.18 98.00 4.32 118.00 9.80 
MF 88.50 3.84 112.00 11.52 89.33 2.49 104.66 9.74 
FM 88.00 5.09 93.00 2.16 87.00 9.27 107.66 6.55 
C 88.50 9.71 113.33 15.52 85.33 8.81 96.00 1.63 
M 30.75 8.87 21.33 1.89 29.00 7.12 22.33 2.62 
F 20.25 2.28 24.66 5.31 22.33 2.05 30.00 3.27 
MF 21.00 4.12 22.33 1.70 26.33 4.50 26.00 4.32 
FM 24.00 7.48 21.66 2.05 25.00 3.74 23.33 1.89 
C 25.25 6.42 22.00 2.45 27.66 4.64 28.00 7.35 
